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25TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE UNITED NATIONS

TUESDAY, APRIL 21, 1970

House or REPRESENTATIVES,
CoMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL
ORGANIZATIONS AND MOVEMENTS.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 2:00 p.m., in room 2200,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Cornelius E. Gallagher (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. GarLagHER. The subcommittee will come to order.

During the past two months, this subcommittee has held & series of
hearings on the United Nations. Our focus has been to review the
strengths and the weaknesses of that organization during the first
quarter century of its existence. From that inventory we have pro-
jected our thinking to the next decade, specifically how the United
Nations can better serve the world community and how the United
States can more effectively contribute to, and work with, that
orgamzation.

Thus far we have had some 20 witnesses, most of whom have brought
to us basic insights on the work of the United Nations and its compo-
nent parts. A number of them have held, or are holding, important
positions as U.S. representatives to the United Nations and the
United Nations agencies,

Today we are honored to have as our witness a Member of Congress
who is one of the most active members of our Committee on Foreign
Affairs, and one of its most distinguished, the Hon. Jonathan B.
Bingham of New York. Previous to his congressional service Repre-
sentative Bingham had an illustrious career in the Executive branch
of our Government, much of it associated with United Nations
affairs. At one time he was the acting administrator of the Technical
Cooperation Administration, then known as the Point 1V program,
He has served as the U.S. representative on the Economic and Social
Council of the United Nations with the rank of Ambassador; as a
member of the U.S. delegation to four United Nations General
Assemblies; and as U.S. representative on the United Nations Trustee-
ship Council with the rank of Minister.

I want to place in the record at this point a more extensive bio-
graphic sketch of Representative Bingham.

Mr. Bingham, it is a real pleasure to welcome you to this sub-
committee and to have the benefit of your thinking on the United
Nations and as a friend and distinguished colleague of Congress.

(347)
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(The biographic sketch referred to follows:)

JONATHAN B. BINGHAM, Democrat-Liberal, of the Bronx and Man-
hattan, N.Y.; born in New Haven, Conn., April 24, 1914, son of the late Senator
Iliram Bingham of Connecticut; attended Groton School and graduated from
Yale University (Phi Beta Kappa) in 1936 and received law degree in 1939; was
admitted to the bar in 1940 and has practiced law in New York City; member
of various bar associations; former member of Judiciary Committee of New York
City Bar Association; oceasional correspondent for the New York Herald Tribune
in 1935 and 1938 in Europe, the USSR, and the Far East; during World War II
enlisted as a private and was discharged as a captain in Military Intelligence;
married to the former June Rossbach; four children—Sherrell (Mrs. James E.
Bland), June Mitchell (Mrs. Erik C. Esselstyn), Timothy W., and Clandia R.
(Mrs. Robert Hall), special assistant to an Assistant Secretary of State in 1945
and 1946; assistant director, Office of International Security Affairs in 1951;
deputy and acting administrator, Technical Cooperation Administration 1951-
53; secretary to Governor Averell Harriman of New York 1955-58; U.S. rep-
resentative on the Economic and Social Council of the United Nations with the
rank of Ambassador and as principal adviser to Ambassador Adlai E. Stevenson
in economic and social affairs 1963—-64; member of the U.S. delegation to four
United Nations General Assemblies 1961-63; U.S. representative on the United
Nations Trusteeship Council with the rank of Minister in 1961 and 1962 and
served as president of the Council in 1962; author, “Shirt-Sleeve Diplomacy:
Point 4 in Action” (John Day, 1954), also magazine articles; member and officer
of various boards and civic and county organizations and is the recipient of
awards from wvarious organizations; elected to the 89th Congress November 3,
1964 ; reelected to the 90th and 91st Congresses.

STATEMENT OF HON. JONATHAN B. BINGHAM, A REPRESENTATIVE
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF NEW YORK

Mr. Bingaasm. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I particularly

thank you for those very kind and overly flattering remarks.

If it 1s agreeable, Mr. Chairman, I would like to read this statement
and perhaps interpolate here and there as I go along. I hope that if,
you or the other members would like to ask questions as I proceed
please do not hesitate to interrupt.

I would first of all like to compliment, you, Mr. Chairman, for
convening these hearings in this 25th anniversary year of the United
Nations and for the manner in which the hearings have been conducted.
You have heard from a number of witnesses with experience at the
United Nations with keen insight into its strengths and its weak-
nesses and with imagination in respect to its future.

To me the salient fact about the United Nations in this 25th anni-
versary year is the fact that it is still alive. And it’s not only alive,
but vigorous. By contrast, in its 25th year the League of Nations was
at death’s door.

To say the very least of it, the United Nations today is an indis-
yensable part of the machinery of international relations in the world.
f the United Nations were to be abolished, as some of its eritics from

the right would like to see happen, the community of nations would
have to start again to build an international organization. And in the
climate of the early 1970’s, the nations would have a harder time than
they did in the mid-1940’s. The result would almost certainly not be
as strong a structure as the founding fathers erected in San Francisco
in 1945. Just to mention one thing, the Soviets would probably not
agree today to the kind of one-man Secretary General LIIG‘V accepted
in 1945. They would probably insist on the troika, the three-headed
monster they proposed in 1962, with each of three Secretaries General
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having a veto over the other two. I think it is quite clear that this
would paralyze the secretariat in many cases and make it virtually
impossible to operate.

We could, of course, create a new international organization with far
greater powers and without the United Nations’ defects. Some,
including distinguished members of this committee, favor doing this
through an Atlantic Union, but the price would be exceedingly high.
Not only would the Communist countries refuse to join but so, in all
likelihood, would the many third world states that cherish their
neutrality in the cold war. They would surely not join a peacekeeping
organization unless both super powers were part of it.

Mr. FinpLey. Mr. Chairman, may I take advantage of the invitation
our colleague issued to us to interrupt and raise questions?

Mr. GALLAGHER. Yes.

Mr. FinorEy. I appreciate the attention that your statement draws
to the Atlantic Union proposal. You say the price would be exceed-
ingly high. Now assuming that this federation idea does take form and
becomes operative, the price admittedly would be exceedingly high
but so would the benefits. Do you feel the price would be out of balance
with the potential advantages should such a federation be created?

Mr. Bingram. I am speaking here, Mr, Findley, of this idea as an
alternative to the Unit-eri Nations and I don’t think that that is your
idea as I understand it.

Mr. FinorLey. No, not at all.

Mr. Bingaam. When I say the price would be exceedingly high, I
mean thot if we were to consider this as an alternative, the fact that
it did not include the Communist countries and many of the neutral
countries would be, to my mind, an intolerable price to pay but in
terms of the benefits to be derived from an organmization of this char-
acter in addition to the United Nations, I don’t regard the price as
high and I am favorable to that approach.

Mr, Finorey, As I have always considered the Atlantic Union
proposal it would be created within the United Nations under the
provisions of the charter. I have never had sny other thought than
that the Atlantic Union, if and when it is created probably would be
the strongest single pillar of the United Nations and it would stay as
& member of this worldwide organization even though Atlantic
Union itself were regional in its character.

Do you see why this would not be a possibility?

Mr. Binguam. I have some reservations about it, nothing like as
strong as I do if it is proposed as an alternative to the United Na-
tions. My reservations about it are that it would have a tendency, I
think, to become something of a rich man’s club in the world of the
nations. I think that depends in how it is worked out. If it could be
set up in such a way that it were not a rich man’s club, that it would
be open to membership on the part of developing countries, and so
on, I think it might be very useful and I am certainly sympathetic
to the general approach along the lines that you describe.

Mr. FinpLey. Mr. Chairman, do you mind if we pursue this just
a bit more?

Mr. GanraGgHER. No, go ahead.

Mzr. FinpLey. I agree with you on that point certainly. It would
have to have some standards but I would hope the economic status
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of the nation would not be one of the standards for admission. But
every proposal that 1 have heard which has been related to this
Atlantic Union concept has insisted that a bill of individual rights
and a system of representative government would have to be one of
the conditions of the eligibility for membership in the Atlantic Union,
and this on the face of it would disqualify the Soviet Union and I
think every other Communist government in the woild.

This would not necessarily disqualify permanently the people living
in those regions, but until such time as they would have the right of
self-government and some protection of their own individual rights
it would seem to me totally out of the question that they could be
brought together in a federal system with our own country. So I
think you would have to assume that the Communist countries would
not even have the chance to refuse membership, that they perforce
would be disqualified becanse of the totalitarian character of their
governments.

Mr. Bingaam. Would not that qualification, Mr. Findley, bar a
number of other governments, western European governments?
Greece, for example?

Mr. Finprey. It certainly would, and Portugal although I think
there is some promising movement in Portugal. Some of the nations
of the NATO community are either autocratic in character or unstable
as is the case with Italy right now, but certainly this is the group of
nations which would be the logical group from which to invite the
original members of the union.

I do not want to pursue this beyond your own interests but, 1 would
hope that when we can get some movement toward this idea of super-
national federation that whatever is done will be done in a way to
leave the door open to other countries as they are interested and
qualified by the character of their government for membership.

Mr. Bincgaam. I am delighted to hear that. Thank you, Mr. Findley.

Of course what I have said is not to say that the expectations for
the United Nations that ran so high in 1945 have been realized. Clearly,
the United Nations today does not occupy the central position in U.S.
Government thinking about international relations and peacekeeping
that it did 20 or 25 years ago. In his Inaugural Address of 1949,
President Harry S. Truman summarized four major points of U.S.
foreign policy. His Point 4 is remembered and has grown to extraor-
dinary dimensions, but no one remembers what the other three were.

I might say parenthetically, Mr. Chairman, I discovered some years
ago that President Truman could not remember what the other three
points were, either.

The very first point was continued support of the United Nations
and its related agencies. I think it is fair to ask what American Presi-
dent today would give that kind of priority to the United Nations?

What has caused this decline in the United Nations’ importance?
Was it some defect in the charter that was not detected in 1945?

By hindsight perhaps we can think of some ways in which the
charter could have been improved. Possibly some system of weighted
voting might have been adopted for the General Assembly that would
be more realistic and more practical than the present one-State-one-
vote system. Perhaps some provisions should have been incorporated
to set a minimum population for States seeking admission.
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But these flaws were not basic. The basic flaw is that the United
Nations depends for success, at least in the area of major peacekeeping
operations, on agreement among all the major powers. This weakness
could not have been avoided in 1945 and it cannot be avoided today.
If it had not been for the veto power, the Soviet Union would doubt-
less have not joined the United Nations, and if it had joined it would
not have stayed in. The same is true today, and it is true not only
of the Soviet Union but I have no doubt it is true of the United States
as well.

The underlying weakness of the United States is the concept of
national sovereignty. While that concept may seem to many of us a
dangerous anachronism, the sad fact of the matter is that national
sovereignty is stronger and more prevalent in the world today than
it was in 1945.

The blame then for the flaws in the United Nations peacekeeping
record attaches not to the United Nations itself, the Charter, the
structure of the organization, or the three Secretaries General who
have served, but to the member nations and their narrow view of their
own self-interest. I want to say that I think the United States has been
just as guilty on this on oceasions as the other nations have.

Let me cite just one example of what I mean. The United Nations
has often been criticized for the speed with which the United Nations
forces were withdrawn from the Sinai in 1967. It has been argued that
when Nasser started moving his troops in and demanded that the
United Nations troops withdraw, Secretary U Thant should have
found some pretext [lm' delaying action at least until the Security
Council could meet and consider the problem. But under the terms
of the agreement whereby the United Nations troops had been placed
where they were, Nasser had the legal right to demand their immediate
withdrawal.

Thus the real blame for the United Nations withdrawal must be
placed where it belongs: at the door of Nasser, who insisted that the
troops be withdrawn so he could proceed with his ageressive plans,
and at the door of those nations who had agreed in 1956 to such a
weak arrangement with regard to United Nations forces. In the future,
it is vital that arrangements for the use of United Nations peace-
keeping forces be such that they will stay on the job unless their
removal is agreed to by all the parties involved.

I might add, parenthetically, that U Thant has been criticized on
other occasions for what has appeared to some as excessive caution
or excessive neutrality. What is too often forgotten is that of the three
Secretaries General to date, U Thant is the only one who has been
able to carry out his responsibilities without disastrously offending
one of the super powers.

Mr. FinpLEY (presiding). May I interrupt at that point to ask if
out of your experience with the United Nations you saw other courses
of action open to U Thant at the time that he responded to Nasser's
request for withdrawal? What else could he have done? Did he really
have an alternative?

Mr. Binaeaaum. I was not there at the time, Mr. Findley, and I
hesitate to say exactly what he might have done. There are those
who say he might have found some pretext for delay, and he might
have, but there would have been a risk that United Nations soldiers,
troops, forces would have been killed. Nasser’s legal right under the
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agreement was clear. So I think that while & number of people do feel
that the Security Council should at least have been convened, it is
hard to see how anything more than a very brief delay could have
been achieved.

Mr. Fixprey. Thank you.

Mr. Bingaam. U Thant has had the courage to criticize one or
both of them or to act in a way that displeased one or both of them,
and he has skillfully defended and protected the office of Secretary
General against the Soviet Union’s attacks. But he has never carried
his disagreement with any member state to the point of endangering
his own usefulness. Both Trygvie Lie and Dag Hammarskjold, for all
their great qualities, found that their usefulness was virtually at an
end the day the Russians refused to deal with them further as Sec-
retary General.

It would then be foolish to tear apart the United Nations and ftry
to start over again from seratch. (Incidentally, I would have the same
feeling about the U.S. Constitution. There 1s a grave doubt whether
in the climate of today we could adopt the essentials of that great
document, especially the Bill of Rights.)

Obviously, then, for those of us who believe that the future of man-
kind lies in the gradual evolution of a system of world law and peace
through law, the only real alternative is to seek to strengthen the
United Nations and the other international organizations that we
have, to build a structure block by block as opportunity affords,
rather than attempting suddenly to create a whole new structure.

Perhaps I should sdd there that we can, in addition, build new
international organizations that will strengthen this structure. I am
not suggesting that we have to work with the organizations that we
have. All T am saying is that I think at the center of the structure
will be the U.N. rather than some alternative organization.

What then can be done as we look to the future of the United
Nations and its related agencies?

In seeking answers to this question we must first, it seems to me,
recognize this basic principle: That to achieve any substantial improve-
ment in the United Nations or its system we will have to have the
concurrence of the great powers, and more particularly of the Soviet
Union.

In the peacekeeping field, progress is bound to be modest and slow,
especially as long as the Soviets and the French maintain their present
opposition to an organization with vitality of its own. But the U.S.
Government, I believe, ought to be continually pressing for improve-
ments, particularly for the kind of improvements that might be
expected to obtain the support of the vast majority of the members of
the organization.

If the United States will place itself squarely and persistently behind
proposals that have great merit and worldwide appeal, it can make
an ally of the force of public opinion in many countries. We have been
too cautious, too often, for too long in this regard. It is high time that
the United States exercised the moral leadership of which it is capable
to call for specific steps that will lead toward a system of world law
and a world at peace under law.

A modest and limited proposal of this kind was contained in the
recommendations of the United Nations Association panel headed by
President Kingman Brewster of Yale for the strengthening of standby
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United Nations peacekeeping forces and for the creation of a peace
fund of initially $50 million. As you know, last year 21 Senators and
59 Representatives urged the Secretary of State in a joint letter to
support these recommendations at the United Nations General
Assembly. Unfortunately, no such action was taken.

Mr. FinpLey. May I interrupt at that point to raise a question, Mr.
Chairman?

Mr. GALLAGHER. Yes.

Mr. FinpLeY. Getting back to the situation that U Thant faced in
the Sinai, would this proposal, in which I join incidentally, have made
the situation any different?

Mr. Binagaasm. Only, Mr. Findley, if the agreement or if the pro-
vision for the troops in the area had been a stronger arrangement.
The trouble in 1967 was that, as I have indicated, the troops were
there under an agreement between the United Nations and the United
Arab Republic which said that either party could terminate the ar-
rangement at any time. There were no U.N. troops stationed on the
Israeli side of the line and Israel was not a part of the agreement which
brought the peacekeeping force to the area. The U.N. troops in
Arab-held territory were there with the consent of the United Arab
Republic, and the U.A.R. took the position it could effectively revoke
that consent at any time. That certainly was not a good arrangement.
I would hope that any future peacekeeping arrangement would avoid
such an agreement.

The advantages of the proposal of the Brewster panel would be
twofold: First of all that we would have readily available forces that
could be called upon to serve the United Nations on an emergency
and authority notice, and secondly that a fund would be available—a
small fund to be sure, but a small fund would be available to {inance
those operations without getting into all the difficulties that we ran
into in the case of the financing of the Congo operation and, inci-
dentally, also the financing of the UNEEF, the United Nations Emer-
gency Foree, I think it was, that was stationed in the city. The financial
arrangements were never satisfactorily completed with regard to
either of those operations.

Mr. Finprey. But you think in the future, the peacekeeping force
should be made available only if the local parties give up their right
to determine when the forces should leave?

Mr. Binguam. I would not go that far because I can conceive of a
situation where the great powers would agree—where the Security
Council, let’s say, would agree that there should be a peacekeeping
force in the area even though the parties did not want it there or even
though one of the parties did not want it theve. That would be up
to the Security Council to decide. It would be necessary under the
provisions that bind the Security Council or the great powers to agree
but it would not be necessary for the individual states to agree.

Mr. Kazan. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. Finprey. Yes.

Mr. Kazan. Is that what the present situation is?

Mr. Bixguam. No, Mr. Kazen. The United Nations observers
stationed along the canal, of which there are about 100, are there with
the consent of both Egypt and Israel. They were stationed there
following the Security Council concensus of early July 1967. They are
stationed on both sides of the canal. Either side could request and, in
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fact, require that the observers be withdrawn from its side of the line
but only if both sides asked that the observers be removed would
they have to leave the entire area. Similarly, the Secretary General
could order the observers out and he suggested last July that he might
have to do just that due to the heavy crossfire which was andangering
their lives and has resulted in one death since 1967. The situation is
similar along Israel’s other three frontiers, except that along the
ceasefire line with Jordan both parties have refused observers and
none are present. On the Lebanese border, observers are present but
there are only six and they operate only on the Lebanese side.

Mr. Kazex. What authority does the peacekeeping force have?

Mr. Bingaam. It has whatever authority the %ecurity Council by
resolution may grant to it or it can be in position by agreement of the
parties, but in the normal case the Security Council has to adopt a
resolution with the concurrence of all the permanent members that
provide for the way in which the peacekeeping force will funetion and
what its responsibilities are.

Mr. Kazex. Would you go so far as to say that they would have the
right to repel by force the armed forces of either country between
whom they are to keep the peace?

Mr. BingaaM. That could be the case if that were the decision of
the Security Council. In the Congo you will recall there was certainly
very definitely conflict at verious times with various parties but the
most extensive conflict in the Congo was with the dissident govern-
ment of Katanga under Mr. Tshombe, and there were hostilities
between that government and the United Nations force composed of
troops of many nations. It was, by the way, I think an extraordinary
operation, extraordinary in its organization and in the eventual
success achieved.

I think it is fair to say that the Congo was saved as a nation by
what was done. I think what was done also prevented a great inter-
national conflict from potential development there. It could easily
have become an East-West conflict.

Mr. Kazex. Well, if we ever get to the point where they are given
that authority and there is conflict and there will be shedding of
blood as far as the peacekeeping forces are concerned, do you think
that the countries all over the world would agree to such a thing?

Mr. BinguaM. Yes; I think it is possible. I think that the whole
notion of collective security which was basic to the League of Nations
and which the League of Nations was never able to put into effect
lay behind the principle of the founding of the United Nations and
that if you have a clear case of aggression the United Nations forces
must be prepared under proper resolition to meet them.

The other case, of course, that I neglected to mention that is
]}erhnps the largest scale United Nations operation of all is in Korea.

'he entire Korean operation was under the banner of the United
Nations and was carried on pursuant to Security Council resolution.
The reason of course that it 1s an exceptional case is that the Soviets
had taken a walk at the time that was decided upon and therefore
were not there to exercise their veto. I think they learned their lesson
unfortunately at that time and they will probably never take that
kind of a walk again.

Mr. Kazex. 1 wonder if you would clarify for the committee some
of the language that you used on page 3 and the suggestions that you
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make. I unfortunately do not grasp what you are trying to tell the
committee.

In the last paragraph, and I quote:

But the United States government ought to be continually pressing for im-
provements, particularly for the kind of improvements that might be expected
to obtain the support of the vast majority of the members of the organization.

If you expect to get the vast majority of the members of the orga-
nization behind anything, it must then be a popular subject.

Mr. Bingaay. That is correct.

Mr. Kazen. So why is that a new innovation? Isn’t this what is
usually done anyway?

Mr. Bingaam. Thank you for the question. I think perhaps this
was not clear.

What I am trying to say there is this: that on many of these things
we do have the opposition—sometimes vigorous, sometimes less
vigorous—of the Soviet Union or of France, both of which are less
than enthusiastic about strengthening the United Nations as an
organization.

What I was trying to say here is that if we come up with proposals
that will be popular among the members and keep hammering away
at them, I think we can eventually break down the opposition of the
Soviets and . the French though not necessarily. They are very
stubborn and very determined sometimes but they do respond to the
overwhelming sentiment of the organization on oceassion.

I would give this as an example. I mentioned earlier the Soviets’
demand for a troika in place of the single Secretary General back
in 1952. For a while they said they would never agree to a single
Secretary General, they were very tough about it. On this occasion
the other members of the United Nations almost without exception,
except for the Communist bloc which of course went along with them,
were strong in their feeling that there had to be a single Secretary
General and they let the Soviets know that in no uncertain terms.
They continued their fight for a while and eventually they gave up.
There was a facesaving device involving the appointment of a number
of advisers to the Secretary General from different areas but it was
only a facesaving device, they really gave np on their position.

So what I am trying to say there is that if we have good plans,
good programs, we ought to keep hammering away at them and try
and develop as much support for them from other countries as
we can and not be too afraid that the Soviets or the French will say
“No.” That was what I was trying to get at.

Mr. Kazexn. It would take the reorganization of the rules and the
charter to do a lot of these things, would it not?

Mr. Bingaam. In some cases I don’t think anything I have proposed
here would require an amendment to the charter. I have mentioned
that there might have been some improvements in the charter for
weighted voting, for example. I don’t think we will ever get that now.
We might have gotten it in 1945.

So I don’t think anything I have proposed here weuld require an
amendment to the charter. Certainly all of them would require the
action by somebody or other, it might be the Security Council or the
General Assembly or the Economic and Social Council. Certainly all
of them would require some actions by the nations involved.
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Mr. Kazen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Founrtaix (presiding). Did you finish your statement?

Mr. Bingaam. No, I did not.

Mr. FountaiN. You may proceed.

Mr. Bingaam. It is true that many governments might be re-
luctant to make contributions to such a peace fund, and 1 was referring
to the peace fund of the Brewster panel, as long as France and the
U.S.S.R. will not make even their promised voluntary contributions
toward the Congo deficit. However, the sum required is not so vast
that a systematic worldwide drive for private contributions might
not be successful. I believe there might be a generous response from
foundations and others in this country to such a drive if contributions
to the United Nations were made tax deductible, and I shall shortly
be introducing legislation to achieve that objective.

Treating private contributions to the United Nations and its
related agencies as tax deductible would make sense whether or not
the proposed United Nations peacekeeping fund is set up. It should be
possible, in my judgment, for those so imnclined to make tax deductible
gifts to the World Health Organization, for example, or to the United
Nations Development Program. Action on legislation providing such
tax deductibility would be a splendid gesture for the Congress to
make in this 25th anniversary year and the revenue loss would be
insubstantial. (There would be no revenue loss to the degree that
foundations would be encouraged to make gifts.)

I might point out that foundations of course can contribute to the
United Nations or its related agencies today because they don’t
have to contribute only to tax deductible operations but I have
observed that the foundations are a little nervous about doing that
kind of thing. I believe that that nervousness would disappear if the
gifts were made tax deductible for purposes of individual giving.

In some areas the prospects for strengthening the United Nations
system are very bright indeed. Some situations seem by their very
nature to demand that international machinery be created adequately
to cope with the problems that may otherwise become dangerous and
intractable. One such is the vast seabed with its enormous resources.
Thanks to the initiative of the State of Malta, a United Nations com-
mittee has been studying the possibilities of creating an international
structure to prevent chaotic and dangerous competition among na-
tions in the exploitation of these resources.

While the problems are complex and many difficult legal questions
are raised, the objective seems (:lleul‘ and the opportunities for construc-
tive action are enormous. We simply must not allow the situation to
continue as it is now, where national enterprises are competing without
restraint in this area. Such unregulated competition is bound to lead to
confrontation and possibly conflict. The United States has every reason
to press for (a) a relatively strict definition of the continental shelf and
adjacent areas where a nation will have exclusive rights and (b) an
international agency affiliated with the United Nations to regulate and
license exploitation of the ocean bottom beyond those limits. The reve-
nues derived {rom the licensing should be used for agreed international
purposes, such as the United Nations Development Program and, or
a peacekeeping fund.

Another huge problem area which simply calls out for international
regulation is the protection of the environment. We have recently
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become aware of the desperate danger to our planet from the indis-
criminate exploitation of its resources and the poisoning of its air
and water, not to speak of serious overcrowding. This danger cannot
be effectively met by nations acting alone. The problems must be
attacked on an international basis. It is fortunate that a world con-
ference on the environment is scheduled for Stockholm in 1972 and
that a United Nations Committee is working on preparations for that
conference.

Since the problems are worldwide, it seems clear to me that all the
nations of the earth should be invited to this conference. That would
include mainland China as well as Nationalist China, East Germany
as well as West Germany, both Koreas and both Vietnams. When
we begin to think about a problem like the survival of our planet,
narrow political considerations ought to be laid aside. I earnestly
hope that this committee in its report will see fit so to recommend.

If the various divided nations were invited to the World Conference
on the Environment, this would not be a binding precedent for the
United Nations itself but with respect to the parent organization and
related agencies the principle of universality is a valid one as well.
Several years ago I urged that the United States announce a policy
of being willing to have Peking take China’s seat in the United Na-
tions, provided Taiwan is not thrown out. As a practical matter, such
an attitude on our part would probably not bring Peking in so long
as that regime remains intransigent in its opposition to any recognition
or membership for Taiwan. However, by such a declaration the United
States would gain respect not only among other peoples of the world
but among our young and many others here at home.

Now that Chancellor Willy Brandt has begun to make overtures
toward East Germany, apparently based on the assumption that there
is no short-term prospect of reunification, it would seem logical that
both Germanys might be admitted to United Nations membership.
Assuming, which I for one do not, that reunification is desirable, such
reunification could still take place at a later date. Even if both Ger-
manys had been previously admitted to the United Nations, their
memberships would then be merged into one as was the case when
Egypt and Syria briefly formed a federation.

Similarly, if peace can be restored in Vietnam, there is no reason
why both North and South Vietnam should not have United Nations
membership, and this should be stated as U.S. policy. (To be recalled
in this regard is the offer of substantial postwar aid to North Vietnam
extended by President Johnson in 1965.) If United Nations machinery
is to be used in effectuating and policing a peaceful settlement that
might ultimately be worked out for all of Indochina, it would seem
virtually essential for all the states involved to be members of the
organization.

Also, in Korea, if the Pyongyang regime would indicate a willing-
ness to settle down and abandon its aggressive tactics, the way would
be opened for United Nations membership for both Korean regimes
and for a permanent settlement to replace the present unsatisfactory
truce.

The addition of all these countries would not make it any easier
for the United Nations to function effectively as a peacekeeping
organization; it might, I suppose, in some cases make the task more




358

difficult. But to the extent that the United Nations is an essential
part of our international machinery, to the extent that it is a forum
for meetings, for discussion, for debate, for contact, for communica-
tion—in all of these respects and in many of the other respects in
which the United Nations should be a worldwide organization, I
think the principle of universality makes total sense.

There are many other areas in which the United Nations system
could be strengthened. The United Nations development program and
the various specialized agencies that are engaged in the essential work
of development for the less fortunate areas of the world have an
enormously important role to play. While multilateralism is clearly
an advantage in developmental work, the quality of multilateralism
alone is not enough. The effort should be constant to make the pro-
cedures more effective and less bureaucratic, and recommendations
such as those contained in the extensive report by Sir Robert Jackson
on the United Nations development program should be taken very
seriously.

In its support for the United Nations development program, as well
as other United Nations activities, the United States must continue
to supply a large percentage of the funds. If we are truly interested in
the tasks to be accomplished and in strengthening the agencies that
are engaged upon them, we must be relatively openhanded. We
cannot afford to be deterred by the meager or restricted character of
the contributions of other nations that are not at all interested in the
achievement of the same objectives. I might say we could do better to
follow the examples of the nations that have contributed very gener-
ously to the United Nations in proportion to their resources such as
Canada and some of the Scandinavian countries.

Considering their importance, the various international organiza-
tions are operating on a veritable shoestring. The contributions the
United States is called upon to make are miniscule in relation to not
only our national budget but the budgets of our States and major
cities. To seek to make minor economies in an area where the stakes
are so inordinately high is shortsighted indeed.

The United States should also take the lead in advocating that any
international organization should extend itself to assist the United
Nations itself. For example, the United States should come out
firmly in favor of the idea that Intelsat should set aside a few of its
many communication channels for the United Nations to use free of
charge. This position has, as you know, been supported by our col-
leagues on the Subcommittee on National Security and Scientific
Developments chaired by Mr. Zablocki, and by 13 Senators and 44
Representatives in a joint letter to the Secretary of State but appro-
priate action by the State Department and by Comsat, which of
course is the U.S. member of the Intelsat Corp., has not been forth-
coming,

The International Court of Justice today is in a sad state of desue-
tude with no cases pending before it. This is a discouraging symptom
of the unwillingness of nations to submit their disputes to an inter-
national tribunal for determination.

A drive should be undertaken to give life to the International
Court, and the United States should set an example by repealing the
obnoxious Connally amendment which reserves to the United States
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the right to determine what questions are domestic and hence not
subject to the International Court’s jurisdiction.

Apart from the International Court, steps could be taken toward
a system of worldwide obedience to law by arranging for many inter-
national disagreements, which today have to be settled through
diplomatic channels, to be resolved through the use of judicial process
in the various countries involved.

I might give an example of that. If the chauffeur attached to an
embassy has an automobile accident, that dispute cannot be, in the
normal course, resolved in the courts of the country to which that
embassy is attached but has to be taken up through diplomatic
channels. There are many other examples of disputes that could be
resolved in the courts if we had a mind to proceed that way. The
leading exponent of this view is Prof. Roger Fisher of the Harvard
Law School.

Although the U.S. record of support for the United Nations is
generally a good one—probably the best of any of the great powers—
and U.S. delegations have contributed mightily to the drullt.-ing and
adoption of the several United Nations conventions, the American
record for ratification of those conventions is abysmal. While it is the
Senate that has not ratified, part of the fault lies with the executive
branch which has failed in successive administrations to press hard
enough for ratification of the Genocide Convention and others.

A long overdue step was taken this year when, in response to a
message from President Nixon, the Senate did ratify the Convention
on the Privileges and Immunities of the United Nations.

As you know, Mr. Chairman, I have attended a number of your

hearings. While many of the distinguished witnesses presented valuable
testimony, I feel that the statement presented by Prof. Richard N.
Gardner of Columbia University, former Deln:ty Assistant Secretary

of State, deserves to be singled out as especially noteworthy. His many
imaginative suggestions for forward steps toward international
cooperation in such fields as space, population control, the environ-
ment and communications are worthy of the most careful study by
this subcommittee.

The task of preserving a world community through peaceful co-
operation and by building a network of relationships, which in the
end will create & community of world interests, is a long and arduous
one. The impatient and the fainthearted will drop by the wayside.
But the task is not impossible; it can be acuomplis[lled, painstakingly
and step by step. This committee’s deliberations and its ultimate
report will, I am confident, contribute to that end.

Mr. GaLnagaer. Thank you very much, Congressman Bingham,
for an extremely well thought out and enlightening statement.

Mr. Bingaam. Thank you.

Mr. GarragagR. Certainly I will say that any statement of yours
is always especially noteworthy.

Mr. Bingaam. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Gavracaer. Mr. Bingham, do you regard the United Nations
as an organization which will protect the concept of national sover-
eignty or have the effect of weakening it?

Mr. Binguam. I have never thought of it as either one. I think that
certainly the United Nations is not necessarily incompatible with the
concept of international sovereignty, in fact it is founded on that
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concept being preserved. I do feel, as I said, that excessive application
of the principle of national sovereignty on the part of the members
has eaused the United Nations many of its troubles. Too often the
countries are concerned only with their own short-range national
interests and are not enough concerned with the long-range goal
which they share of trying to build a strong international organization.

Mr. GarnagHER. I have listened to a great deal of testimony and
it is & very interesting set of hearings that we have had. I find a
paradox running through the hearings. _

On pages 5 and 6 you speak of the admission of Communist China
and North Vietnam and North Korea and point out that their ad-
mission might make the peacekeeping task of the United Nations
more difficult. On the other hand the principle of universality seems
sensible and is often advocated. That is a paradox, for it might be
better to have an organization that would have more modest goals
which has a chance to have real achievement rather than a universal
organization always doing less and always being measured against a
failure to live up to the high expectations that we all have,

Mr. Bingaam. Well, Mr. Chairman, it seems to me that we cer-
tainly should not abandon the most important and most difficult goal
of all which is that of maintaining the peace. In spite of the difficulties
this was the main purpose the U.N. was created for, and if we had
more time I think one could point to many greater successes that have
been achieved by the U.N. that are not often recognized.

Prof. Henkin of the Columbia Law School has pointed out in his
book How Nations Behave that the record of obedience to international
law in recent years is much better than is generally recognized. There
have been very few cases of outright aggression in the old-fashioned
sense and I certainly would not be for saying that we should give up on
trying to use an international organization for the preservation of
peace.

Mr. GaLracaer. Well, I completely agree with you. I think while
we talk of high expectations, as some of our other witnesses have
pointed out, the fact is that here we are in the 25th anniversary of the
United Nations and that in itself would have been an impossible
expectation in the late forties when the United Nations was born.
Some of the great successes of the United Nations, I think, point out
the fact that by attempting and persevering it has made accomplish-
ments. As you point out, this is not for the impatient or the weak.

The Umted Nations still has a great role to play. If the world is
going to have some future, then that future depends on the same power
of the United Nations and those members who make it work, while
complaining about it occasionally or being dissatisfied with it oc-
casionally. Yet that is the very nature of the United Nations. Im-
patience and intolerances, and stresses and strains, are argued out
there rather than by nations resorting to arms.

Mr. Bingaam. I might point out, Mr. Chairman, I did not mention
this in my statement but as of course you are aware there is a U.N.
force today in Cyprus and if it were not there I am sure we would
have bloody civil war going on in Cyprus. So when we say that the
U.N. has not lived up fully to the hopes that some people had for it
in 1945, that is not to say that it has not had great successes, it has.

Mr. GatnacaER. Yes. I think this is perhaps what we should stress
in this 25th year of the United Nations, the successes.
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As a Representative of New York and one who has given an
extremely fine statement here on the United Nations, would you care
to comment on the expansion program of the United Nations?

Mr. Bixgaam. They do need more space. I am not familiar with the
plans in great detail, but I think, we of the Congress should be pre-
pared to extend as we have before a helping hand for the needs of
the U.N. Some of the space will be provided by additional facilities
to be constructed by the United Nations itself, other useful facilities
are going to be provided if the arrangements can be worked out by a
United Nations development program in another block which, as I
understand it, will not require government finaneing.

Mr. GaLLacaEr. You feel that we should encourge the United
Nations to remain in New York?

Mr. BingaaMm. | certainly do. In spite of the problems there I
think it is a great thing for New York City from the point of view of
just having a great many visitors come. It is a fantastic thing, Mr.
Chairman, to see the American tourists flocking through the United
Nations day after day, and I think they get a sense of it. I think that
is a fine thing.

While the U.N. has on occasion been an expense to the city of New
York, it has also by and large I think been an attraction and {thiuk it
has been economically beneficial to the city. There is a move on among
some of the member states to move the United Nations out of New
York. This would be, I believe, a blow not only to the city but to
this country.

We have difficulties there, difficulties of proper housing for delegates.
Some of the delegates unfortunately have been the victims of eriminal
attacks and have felt that they were not being fairly and adequately
protected, but these difficulties can be overcome. It is interesting
that many large numbers of New York residents and residents of the
metropolitan area have over the years extended a great deal of
hospitality to United Nations delegates and secretariat members,
and this has been done on an organizational basis. This is a very
fine thing indeed and I think these people have learned a lot about
the organization and about the countries from which these people
come.

[ might say that in my years there I tremendously enjoyed my
friendships that I developed with members of the secretariat and
delegates from other nations.

Mr. Gannacgagr. Thank you, Mr. Bingham.

Mr. Fountain.

Mr. Fountain. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Thank you, Congressman, for a very thought-provoking statement.
I wish we had time to discuss many of your recommendations, but
whether we agree with all of them or not I think they indicate that
vou have given a lot of thought and consideration to them. I think all
of us have somewhat the same goals in mind; it is a question of how
we arrive at them.

Personally I think the greatest weakness among the U.N.'s many
weaknesses—and I am not underestimating its accomplishments,
I think we are all mindful of those—is the fact that we don’t have
weighted voting or some other formula such as you referred to. But
it seems to me that the continued growth of the United Nations in
its membership, with very small countries—population wise—being
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admitted with the same voting power will ultimately make the whole
institution a farce in terms of its power and influence.

Mr. Bingaam. Could I comment on that, Mr. Fountain?

Mr. FounTain. Yes.

Mr. Binguam. This is a matter to which I have given a great deal
of thought and I can assure you that there were times when it was
frustrating indeed to be engaged in deliberations where this type of
one-state one-vote prevailed. On the other hand, there are several
points to be made.

First of all, this applies only in the General Assembly and in its
constituent committees. We do have a kind of recognition of the fact
that some powers are bigger and more important than others, more
influential than others in the structure of the Security Council, the
structure of the Trusteeship Council and the structure of the Economic
and Social Council and the many committees that exist. The United
States whenever it wants to be a member of & committee can be a
member of a committee and it is a member of the committee. That is
not true of the smaller members, they compete for these positions
and they rotate. So there is that to be said about it.

Another thing of course is that our influence at the United Nations
is not measured by our vote, it is much more measured by our degree
of prestige, our performance, and on many occasions other states
would follow our lead. We don’t have an automatic bloc of votes as
the Soviet Union does. I mean we cast one, they cast eleven. We don’t
have that but we do have people who are influenced by our position.

I think in setting up any new organizations—for example, 1f we set
up a committee as has been proposed on financing of peace-keeping
operations, that committee ought to be set up in such a way as to
reflect the fact that some members are going to contribute a lot more
than other members and we can do these things. I don’t think we are
ever now going to be able to get away from the one-state-one-vote
principle in the General Assembly because I think it is too precious
for the states concerned.

[ just say in conclusion that we have here in the U.S. Congress a
situation in the other body which is logically pretty indefensible. Why
should the Senator from Alaska have the same vote as the Senator
from New York? You have a different ratio there of whatever it is,
probably 100 to 1 in size.

Mr. Founrain. I agree, but I think our founding fathers made that
compromise in an effort to please each State and make each feel equal
to the others. The entire State is represented in the Senate.

I’m disturbed by the fact that neither Russia nor the United States,
and maybe no other major power, will ever agree to give the organiza-
tion the kind of power it needs if it is to exert great influence.

Its decisions and the actions by its committees just don’t have any
impact—and that’s frequently in our best interest. One committee
on which I served in 1967 passed resolution after resolution with no
seeming impact. The debate was interesting, enlightening and even
inspiring at times, because the member states debated as if they
thought the outcome of their decision on the resolution wounld deter-
mine the fate of the world. Of course after the resolutions were passed,
that was usually the end of them.

In the committees many of the representatives took great delight
in acting contrary to the wishes of either Russia or the United States.
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This was where they had the votes. Of course, on the Security Council
there was a tendency for the smaller countries to aline themselves
with either Russia or the United States, and in too many instances
the votes were obviously political.

These things do have an impact on the strength and influence of
the United Nations. You said you thought Nasser was responsible
for what happened between Israel and the Arab world, and that he
had the legal right to demand withdrawal of the U.N. troops. I don’t
know. That may be true under the language of the agreement which
put the troops there. But I have always felt and still feel that had
Mr. U Thant refused to withdraw U.N. troops and called a meeting
of the General Assembly or maybe the Security Council and possibly
delayed the showdown until the big powers and even the rest of the
world could speak out—that the 6-day war would have been prevented.
I don’t think Nasser would have started war in effect against the
rest of the world. Neither would Israel have done so. But when the
troops were withdrawn, I think about the only face-saving alternative
Nasser had was to carry out the threats he made by moving his own
forces into the area.

Mr. Binaaam. Would you not agree, Mr. Fountain, that aside
from that question—and that is a question which people will be
arguing about, I think, for many years—would you not agree that it
would be a better arrangement, if you are going to have U.N. troops,
that they be there under a provision which provides that they cannot
be withdrawn at the demand of one party?

Mr. Founrain. I quite agree there should be a distinet situation
but I think in the interest of peace in the world as such and the need

for it as such, that it should be paramount to the recognition of even
the legal right of one nation even if Nasser had the legal rigcht to
request the withdrawal of those troops.

Mr. Bingaam. T am sure you have heard U Thant probably .-a[lwalk

on this subject. He says that he had the responsibility for the lives
of those U.N. troops, that there were not very many of them
there, the Egyptian forces were already moving in and he felt that
with the documents as clear as they were that he did not have the
right to expose those U.N. forces to possibly being killed.

Mr. Founrain. That is why I think he should have sought a meet-
ing of the General Assembly, or preferably the Security Council, before
making a decision.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Garragaer. Thank you, Mr. Fountain,

Mr. Gross.

Mr. Gross. Mr. Bingham, I believe you said each government had
one vote in the United Nations.

Mr. Bingaam. In the General Assembly, Mr. Gross.

Mr. Gross. How about Russia with three votes?

Mr. Bingaam. As a matter of fact, sir, Russia effectively controls
11 votes in the General Assembly and it is true that it has the two
extra votes that were agreed to in 1945 for the Ukraine and White
Russia.

Mr. Gross. When they start out with three, where do they get
the other eight?

Mr. Bingaam. Well, Poland, Czechoslovakia——

Mr. Gross. From the satellite countries. I see.
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Mr. Binaaam. Mongolia.

Mr. Gross. Yes, 1 see where they get them. From a technical
standpoint I just wanted to correct you that Russia does have three
votes in the General Assembly.

You speak of the prestige of the United States in the United Nations.
That prestige is largely represented, is it not, by the dollar sign? How
much they can bilk us out of?

Mr. Bixguaum. No, sir, I don’t believe it is. As a matter of fact, if 1
might answer that question, I think that for delegates from small
countries to go to the U.N. and compare the behavior of the United
States and of the Soviet Union is one of the greatest edueations that
you could possibly provide to those members. [ have seen time and
again nation’s delegates who came to the U.N. thinking that the
Soviets were pretty good guys have their eyes opened by the Soviets’
performance.

I think of an occasion in the Trusteeship Council where the Soviet
delegate wanted to bring out in the Council’s report the possibility
that the inhabitants of the Island of Rongelap micht get leukemia
from the fallout of our H bomb test when there was no evidence to
show that they would get leukemia. All he would accomplish by that
would be a propaganda victory over the United States but the poor
people on the islands would suffer. Believe me, the delegates on that
Trusteeship Council were quite capable of understanding what that
Soviet delegate was doing to the human beings on those islands.

So I say that this is the great thing that happens every year, and
that the performance of the Soviet Union is in many respects so bad
and so completely hypoeritical that the eyes of many of the delegates
are opened when they come there.

Mr. Gross. What do you suppose Mr. Ball was talking about when
he appeared before this committee not long ago and spoke about the—
I cannot quote him, the transeript will show—high price we have to
pay at times in the United Nations to get the results that we seek?
What do you suppose he was talking about? We have not any real
estate to give away. What do you suppose he was talking about?

Mr. Bingaam. I don’t know what he was talking about. I do know
that over the years the voting in the Security Council has been adverse
to the Soviet Union so many times that they have had to ecast over a
hundred vetoes. We have only had to cast one in 25 years which in-
dicates that the voting tends to go our way, not their way.

Mr. Gross. Of course we have a big fat checkbook. There is not
much in the bank except borrowed money but we have a big fat check-
book that we can use on occasions, and I am sure this has a good deal
to do with our prestige in the United Nations as elsewhere in our
dollar diplomacy around the world.

I thought that this session of the committes probably would be
dedicated to the oncoming attempt to take another swipe at the
U.S. Treasury for more millions of dollars to expand the U.N. in
New York. I assume you are all for that, to put up some more build-
ings for the U.N.

Mr. Bingaam. T think they need that space; yes, sir.

Mr. Gross. Yes; along with some nice high-rise apartments in
that area so that they can roll out of bed and go to what Lﬁus_\' call work
at the U.N. without even having to bother with that broken-down
transportation system in New York City.




Mr. Bingaam. Mr. Chairman, I agree that

Mr. GaLrageER. I hope you are not asking him to defend the
city’s transportation system. He is our colleague.

Mr. Gross. We are going to lock horns over this issue sooner or
later, Mr. Bingham, because I am not about to vote to give the
United Nations at least $20 million to start some buildings down there.
_ Mr. Bingaanm. I think there are two different projects, Mr. Gross.
I am sorry to say I am not an expert on this, by any means, but I
think the apartments will be constructed under another arrangement
and will not require U.S. Government funds.

Mr. GarraguER. Yes. The initial request for U.S. Government
contribution to U.N. Headquarters expansion will be $20 million.

Mr. Gross. I am glad you said initial request. That takes pretty
good care of it.

I did not mean to interrupt you, Mr. Bingham. Do you have any-
thing more?

Mr. Bingaam. No, sir.

I did want to say that I believe the transportation system in New
York City definitely needs improvements and I think the Federal
Government should do more to help it. [Laughter.]

Mr. GALLAGHER. You are on a new spending spree, Mr. Gross.
We were not even going to get into that.

Mr. Gross. That comes under the general heading of leading with
your chin, Mr. Chairman.

New York is not alone in its transportation problems, including the
area we are in right here.

You said something about the crime. I don’t know just how you
alluded to it a while ago in response to a question. We have that here,
too, you know.

I once said when New York was having difficulty providing police
protection for the United Nations that you ought to take that torch
out of the hands of the Statute of Liberty and substitute a tin cup as
far as the Federal Government is concerned.

Mr. GarracaER. The Statue of Liberty is in my distriet, Jersey City.

Mr. Gross. That is all right; it goes for Jersey City, too, if you want
to include it.

That is all.

Mr. GarragrER. Thank you.

Mr. Founrain. Incidentally, when Congressman Broomfield and I
were there one morning, the entrance to the U.S. mission building
right across from the U.N. was all roped off. I was about to walk under
the rope when someone pulled me back and pointed to a long metal
tube just to the left of the door about 25 feet away and almost up
against the building. The tube contained a bomb and apparently it
had been placed there during the night. It took them 4 or 5 hours to
get the thing removed. After removal, it exploded in some other part
of New York. So, Mr. Gross, it really would have cost something, I
guess, if that bomb had exploded in front of the U.S. mission just
across from the U.N. We could have lost two Congressmen.

Mr. Gross. There have been some pretty good bombings since then
in New York.

Mr. GavvagHER. Mr, Kazen.

Mr. Kazen. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
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Mr. Bingham, you say that the United States in our support for
United Nations Development Fund, as well as other United Nations
activities, must continue to supply a large percentage of the funds.
If we are truly interested in the tasks to Le accomplished and in
strengthening the agencies that are engaged in these various fields,
we must be relatively open handed.

Doesn’t the same apply to every country that belongs to the U.N.?
I mean, why is it that we should always be called upon to take the
lead since we apparently have the same interest that every other
country in the world has?

Let me put it the other way around. Certainly they should have the
same interests that we have in worldwide development and peace and
everything else. Why is it that we should always take the lead when
actually it is more to their benefit in many areas as far as the work of
the agencies is concerned? It is more to their benefit than ours.

Mr. Bingaam. Mr. Kazen, many western countries do provide a
arger proportion of their national income for these programs than we
do, so that in terms of our gross national product we are not asked to
contribute more than is a reasonabls amount. What I was getting at
here is that, again referring to the Communist countries, they are very
stingy with regard to these programs and the Soviets, for example,
contribute only in rubles, not in convertible currencies, which means
that those contributions are of limited value.

Mr. Kazex. There is another issue.

Mr. Bingaam. What I am saying is T don’t think they have the
same objectives we do in terms of wanting to help these programs. I
think that, as a matter of fact, they do not look too good in the eyes of
the other members because they are so chintzy. My point there was
that I don’t think we should be chintzy just because they are.

Mr. Kazen. That is right, but what T was questioning was your
statement that we should not be deterred by the meager, restricted
character of contributions of other nations that are not at all interested
in the achievement of the same objectives. I thought that once they
belonged to the United Nations and they set up these agencies that
would benefit many parts of the world that then they would certainly
fall into the spirit of what the United Nations is and should be
interested.

Mr. Bingaam. Maybe they should, Mr. Kazen, but T am talking
specifically and mainly about the Soviet Union and they maybe
should have these same objectives but often they don’t.

Mr. Kazen. Maybe I should have started by asking you what you
meant by other nations.

Mr. Bingaam. The Soviet and the other Communist countries.
I am not referring to Yugoslavia there, which has been a better mem-
ber than they.

Mr. Kazen. On the subject of the International Court of Justice
and the Connally amendment, you will find a lot of people that would
disagree with the position that you have taken here.

Mr. Bingaam. [ know that.

Mr. Kazen. Where are your going to draw the line, as far as na-
tionality is concerned, as to whether or not countries far removed from
ours should make the decisions for us as to what is within the juris-
diction of the United States as a sovereign Nation and what is our
own business and not that of anybody else in the world? T must say
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that you put your opinion in pretty strong language, but you will get
an argument on that.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Gavuaguaer. Thank you, Mr. Kazen.

With reference to the Connally amendment, Mr. Yates and I have
a proposal about proceeding for the first time with a criminal jurisdic-
tion to the International Court in Geneva. This would relate to the
question of air piracy and we suggest that might be a place where
crimes of this nature may well find a suitable jurisdiction. It might
be a pilot program for perhaps enlarging that scope.

Mr. Gross. Could 1 ask one more question if you are ready to
close?

Mr. GarvagueRr. Yes, sir.

Mr. Gross. Was there any discussion of this Military Staff
Committee?

Mr. Binaguam. No, Mr. Gross; there was not.

Mr. Gross. Has that made any contributions to the peacekeeping
activities of the U.N.?

Mr. Binauawm. I believe it has on oceasion, Mr. Gross. 1 have never
been very close to that operation. We always had representatives from
the armed services who were linison with the Military Staff Com-
mittee, and I personally never worked with them so I don’t have too
much basis for judgment. 1 believe they were involved at any time
that the United Nations had military responsibilities, and presumably
that is true, for example, today with regard to Cyprus. hruwhll)-'. I
don’t know too much about it so I should not attempt to give you the
Answer,

Mr. Gross. Have you ever heard of a time since the organization
of the United Nations when a representative of a Communist country
was not one of the officials of the Military Staff Committee?

Mr. Bingaam. I believe they always are on that committee, yes,
sir. I believe as a permanent member of the Security Council they have
that right.

Mr. Gross. Which makes a mockery of the allegation that the
Korean war was a U.N. police action, does it not?

Mr. Bingaanm. Well, as I said earlier, the Korean war was a United
Nations n;:r‘l'ntiu[l but-

Mr. Gross. It was what?

Mr. Bingaay. It happened only because the Soviets had taken a
walk at the time the Security Council met so they failed to veto it.

Mr. Gross. I am talking about the fighting of that war. The
fighting of that war could not have been ecarried on through the
Military Staff Committee of the United Nations, could it?

Mr. Bingaam. The Security Council delegated the responsibility
for command in that war to the United States.

Mr. Gross. Yes. The fact of the matter is that no matter how
much of a peacekeeping force you might have, you could not fight a
war of any magnitude in which Russia or the Russian satellites took
an opposing position; you could not fight it through the United Na-
tions; ecould you?

Mr. Binguam. That is absolutely correct, sir. I have said that
earlier in my testimony that the U.N. can funection only on the basis
of agreement among the major powers and that is the hypothesis on
which it was founded; that they would have to agree. And when they




368

don’t agree on a major matter, then there is not much that the U.N.
can do about it.

Mr. Gross. So we would be serving ourselves well if we would
insist that it be trimmed down to what it is, a debating society, and
cut down the appropriations for the United Nations and put it on
that basis rather than to rely upon it as anything of value msofar as
preserving the peace of the world is concerned. You could not fight a
war through the Military Staff Committee unless the Russians were
joined in that war.

Mr. Bingaam. Mr. Gross, let my statement stand on that. T think
that there are many ways in which an organization can be useful and
in the peacekeeping field where the great powers are in agreement,
and I would cite Cyprus today as such a case. We are in agreement
with the Soviet Union that it is advisable to have troops, U.N.
troops, in Cyprus to keep the Greek population and the Turkish
population from killing each other. So it is useful. If we did not have
the U.N., you would have to invent some other organization to send
into Cyprus.

Mr. Gross. I don’t know if we would have to invent anything or
not. If they cannot get along, let them fight it out and get it over
with. I don’t know of any reason why. I don’t know why there should
be a force over in the Middle East. When the 6-day war started over
there they said to the U.N. force “Get the hell out of the way or we
will run over you,” and they got; didn’t they? They didn’t prevent
anything.

Mr. BiNgaam. I know I am not supposed to be asking questions,
Mr. Gross.

Mr. Gross. Go ahead.

Mr. Bineaam. Would you be happy to see a war between Greece
and Turkey?

Mr. Gross. No; T don’t want to see a war any place, having
served in combat. No man could want war who has ever gone through
that experience. After all, with 6 percent of the world’s population,
we can’t police and finance the world. We are going broke trying to
do it. g

If they want to fight, then I assume that they are going to have to
settle some of these controversies on their own. I am sick and tired
of this country being mixed up in every quarrel that goes on around
the world and acting as the policeman.

Mr. Bingaam. We don’t have any troops in Cyprus, Mr. Gross.

Mr. Gross. What is that? [

Mr. Bingaam. We don’t have any troops in Cyprus, they are
troops of other nationalities.

Mr. Gross. No; but we are contributing to the hiring of mercen-
aries, and when countries start hiring mercenaries to do their fighting
there is something going on in that country and you better believe it.

Mr. Gannageer. Thank you very much, Mr. Bingham, for an
excellent presentation.

Mr. Bingaam. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, for giving me so much
time.

Mr. GaLuacEER. The subcommittee stands adjourned subject to
the call of the Chair.

(Whereupon, at 3:35 p.m., the subcommittee adjourned, subject to

the call of the Chair.)




25TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE UNITED NATIONS

TUESDAY, APRIL 28, 1970

HouseE oF REPRESENTATIVES,
COMMITTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL
ORGANIZATIONS AND MOVEMENTS,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 2:40 p.m., in room 2200,
Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Cornelius E. Gallagher (chair-
man of the subcommittee) presiding.

Mr. GaruaGHER. The subcommittee will come to order.

We meet this afternoon in continuation of our hearings on the
United Nations.

Beginning in February of this year this subcommittee has been
engaged in an in-depth study of the United Nations system. This
undertaking corresponds with the 25th anniversary of the United
Nations organization and is designed to provide us with guideposts
regarding the future role of that organization and of its relationship
to U.S. foreign policy.

Today we are pleased to have a number of witnesses from the
private sector who have requested an opportunity to present their
views on these subjects to the subcommittee.

Our first witness needs no introduction. He is Mr. Clark M. Eichel-
berger, executive director of the Commission To Study the Organiza-~
tion of Peace, who has been associated with U.S. support for the
United Nations since the beginning of that organization. He is a
gentleman of considerable scholarship whose insights regarding the
past achievements and future prospects of the U.N. system deserve
our close attention.

Mr. Eichelberger, we have your statement before us. You may
either read it or we may admit it to the record and you could sum-
marize it. We will be pleased to hear you under any circumstances.

STATEMENT OF CLARK M. EICHELBERGER, EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR,
COMMISSION TO STUDY THE ORGANIZATION OF PEACE

Mr. ErcaeLBercer. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. It is a pleasure to
appear before you and your committee. I have been before the com-
mittee quite a number of times in days gone by. I am aware of how
many members of your committee found themselves on delegations of
the United States to the General Assembly and the contribution they
have made.
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Mr. Fascell is responsible for a most penetrating study as a result
of his experience in the General Assembly last year. He was very sharp
in his criticism, but nevertheless very justified and held out a very
hopeful note for what this country and what the nations must do to
strengthen the United Nations.

[ am not going to read my statement. 1 may summarize it a bit,
but I would like to make a few other comments. I am more interested
in the questions that might come from the discussion.

[ should like to say that I am executive director of the Commission
To Study the Organization of Peace, which was organized in 1939 to
study what should take the place of the League of Nations. I was a
member of a committee that very quietly met under the chairmanship
of Sumner Welles and produced a rough working draft of a charter.
I was at San Francisco.

The point I would like to make which T don’t think I made strong
enough in my written statement is this: If the San Francisco conference
had not met before the war ended, I doubt that it would have been
possible to have had a conference to write the Charter of the United
Nations and, if so, it would have produced of a military alliance that
the Soviet Union wanted without the machinery of economic and social
cooperation and the many things that you pointed out in your report,
Mr. Fascell.

Iremember talking to President Roosevelt not so long before he died.
He was obsessed with the danger of reaction hitting the new world
organization as it hit the League of Nations. He wanted a conference
to meet before the war ended and a provisional organization set up.

When President Truman turned away from having taken the oath
of office, the first question he was asked was, Will the San Francisco
conference meet the date set? He replied, “Yes.” That was Very wise,
one could see a reaction setting in at the San Francisco conforence.
For illustration, the conference had to mark time for a week or so
while President Truman could send someone to Moscow to talk the
Russians out of the double veto and so on.

So we were very fortunate indeed that the conference met before
the war ended. There were certain political problems that arose so
quickly afterward, that the United Nations was absolutely essential,
such as the presence of Soviet troops in Iran and so on. The United
Nations was faced immediately with great human, social, and scientific
revolutions.

John Foster Dulles said that no one at San Francisco knew that
this country was experimenting with atomic bombs: and if S0, 1O ONe
could tell about it. So we entered the atomic age, later on the age of
outer space.

Forty percent of the world had been under the colonial system.
These people wanted self-government. People wanted something
better in life. I think the United Nations was absolutely essential in
that situation. We had suddenly become a world community faced
with world revolutionary forces.

If there had not been that point of concentration, I wonder what
the world would be like today. Sporadic fighting is going on all the
time, yes. But at any particular time enough people wanted to respect
the obligations of the charter to prevent a world war. Some observers
believe the most important thing the United Nations did was to
make it possible for the people that had wanted to throw off the yoke
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of colonialism to do so in a comparatively peaceful manner by entering
the family of nations through the United Nations.

I think communism would have had its greatest chance for a world
revolution if some of the colonial people had not found independence
peaceably and entrance into the family of nations through the United
Nations. I know, Congressman, you faced the problem of altogether
too many speeches and too many representatives of small states
saying exactly the same thing in their General Assembly debates.
But I am certain we would agree that that is much better than to
have blocs of states fighting for their independence outside of an
organized world society.

One of the great things the United Nations has done is to begin our
world parliamentary system. I am amazed how some representatives
of the new states without much background are able to adjust them-
selves to that system. Here the United States and the British with
their sophistication and background in the parliamentary system can
help these people very much.

[ think the United Nations made it possible for the world to ap-
yroach some of the scientific problems more easily. A statesman
}mm one of the Asian countries asked me the other day, ‘“What
American Presidents made the best speeches before the General
Assembly?” He answered his own question, ‘“T'wo, President Eisen-
hower in his ‘“Atoms for Peace’ speech and President Kennedy in his
‘Outer Space’ speech. Both dealt with a great scientific problem,
projected a program in which the United States must play its part
and take a lead.”

So I think this point of concentration, the United Nations, has
been absolutely essential. Now Congressman Fascell well points out
some of the problems facing the United Nations today. Its wvast
machinery continues, including its specialized agencies. It is so in-
grained in the world that it will be there.

But I share the worry about the lack of political success of the
United Nations today. 1 think that must be overcome. One of the
greatest problems is that the great powers do not fulfill their United
Nations responsibilities fully. They can bypass the United Nations.
The Soviet. Union bypassed the United Nations in the Czechoslovakia
invasion. The French today are in a terrible moral slump as a result
of what they suffered in the war and they cannot be counted upon.

Let us face it. I am not here to discuss the merits of the conflict
in Vietnam. One could make a very good case for the reasons why
we intervened. One could make a different case. But the problem is
that for 8 years the most important member of the United Nations
has been waging war with 500,000 people on an issue that did not
involve the United Nations and the world community.

One of the greatest questions that the world faces is how to bring
the problems of Southeast Asia into the United Nations. A great
mistake in the beginning was made when the French were permitted
to reestablish their colonial system in Indochina; something that
President Roosevelt was against and which occurred after his death.
From that time until today many of the problems of that vast area
have not been solved within the framework and principles of the
Organization.

Now the United Nations will be as essential in the future as it
has been in the past. Is there anybody who will doubt that the prob-
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lems confronting the world in the next 25 years will be greater than
in the last 25 years? Ninety percent of all the scientists that the world
has ever known are alive today. Those men are going to confront the
world with great scientific achievements and great advances.

Computers and similar inventions pose a threat to our human
rights and privacy. We are scarcely ready to face them and control
them.

If the arms race is not stopped shortly, it may go beyond the point
of no return. Suddenly we are aware of the whole problem of the
human environment. How many years can we go on before the threat
to our environment will be beyond the pomt of no return? In
U Thant'’s statement which I quoted in my prepared text, he gives the
world 10 years to pull itself together, to build a global partnership, or
it will be too late to arrest the forces of destruction.

Mr. GarraguER. May I ask you at this point about the impact of
technology on democratic institutions and human values? Talking of
the U.N., what assessment do you make as to the impact that tech-
nology is going to have on the question of war or peace and on demo-
cratic institutions throughout the world?

Do you feel the vast knowledge that we are acquiring creates a
mystique of science so that the average person hesitates to even
question scientific achievements and scientific assessments? Can this
be manageable?

Mr. EiceenBercer. I think you have raised a fundamental
question.

Congressman Fascell raised it in his statement. The forces of
science know no frontiers. The scientific achievements you speak of
can only be manageable on a world scale. That is why I think we
need a world society for which the United Nations is a visible
expression.

Mr. GavraceeEr. What can the United Nations do along this
line?

Mr. ErceeELBERGER. It has called a conference on the human
environment for 1972. Interest in the subject is mounting. Many
groups are preparing material to submit to the conference. Certainly
there is more interest in the subject and a desire to do something
about it.

It may very well be that dealing with the problem of human
environment is the thing that will restore the moral force and unity
of the United Nations.

Mr. Ganvacaer. I ask beyond the question of environment. I
really think if we want to do something about the problem of the
environment, we have the technology and know-how. I am speaking
of the effect on human rights, on democratic institutions. These
quesfions impinge upon the relationship of Japan throughout the
Far East with its vast electronic output, the influence that the United
States has on Canada, whether we are going to be involved in an
electronic imperialism of some kind.

We may not really need armies. The nations are so impacted by
the economics of other nations, particularly through electronic
interference with their economic policy. I am talking about computers
now.

Mr. EicHELBERGER. You paint the most alarming picture of the
threat of science to the future that I have heard.
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Mr. GarLraGgHER. I worry about it. I am interested in what your
thinking is on it.

Mr. ErcaeLBerGErR. My only thinking is that by constant dis-
cussion and conversation the world may be able to meet these prob-
lems. They cannot be met regionally, they cannot be met by a few
nations by themselves. I think at this last session of the General
Assembly there was a considerable discussion of the threat of applied
science to human rights.

Our organization issued a report a few years ago pointing out the
threat of modern science to human rights. It attracted more attention
around the world than anything we have published except this last
report of ours—‘‘The United Nations: The Next 25 Years.”

You are right, the world has to concern itself with that problem.
I see no other place to do it but in the United Nations where you ean
have a world system to do it. When I speak of the United Nations, I
am certainly not talking about perfection. I am not talking about a
system that is perfect by any manner of means.

I am talking about the machinery, the universal point of concentra-
tion, global partnership, and the need of st-rengtlhening world law.
Think what the world will be faced with in the next 25 years. The
exaggerated sovereignty that some nations talk about today just
can’t be. Our society must exist to protect the individual and to
protect the Nation; but national sovereignty as expressed by some
nations today, for illustration the nations of the Middle East, is not
possible if we are to have peace.

I think we are running into a very revolutionary period. I want to
see the United States play a stronger and stronger role.

Mr. FascerL. I gather this is what we want to do; that is, have a
back-and-forth discussion?

Mr. EiceeLBERrGER. That is what I want, yes.

Mr. FasceLn. One of the problems on this very important point
that you and the chairman are discussing right now, is a question of
philosophy. Like so many other things in life, what is the human
decision and how do you use the tool?

The next question 1s: What do you do with the gun? The problem
of the assimilation of knowledge; of science and technology might be
one that is almost insoluble. You could get into an escalation of
machines. The U.N. is caught up in this problem right now.

Do they keep pace or don’t they? Regardless of whatever philosophy
might be e\-'oL'ed as a result of objective independent study, the
truth of the matter is that the U.N. can no longer do with quill pens
what everybody else is going to be doing with a computer.

So, sooner or later something is going to give.

Mr. EiceELBERGER. Right.

Mr. FasceLL. Once you get into that escalation, and that is exactly
what it is because there is always a new generation of machines, and
there are now even self-adjusting machines. There are some machines
which are alleged to be on the verge of deductive and analytical
reasoning. So I quite share your concern, Mr. Chairman, also yours,
Mr. Eichelberger.

[t seems to me one of the many issues that confront us, at least from
an administrative standpoint, is how is the machine to be used for
uses beyond simple office procedures.




374

That thought raises a question I really want to get to. Right now
80 percent of U.N. effort 1s social and economic development. I have
felt that while this is essential and certainly humanitarian, it has
tended to atrophy into a political mechanism. This undoubtedly
has occurred because social and economic development problems lend
themselves to solutions calling for cooperation and providing a sense
of accomplishment.

Political problems on the other hand are less likely to find an aura
of cooperation and any significant accomplishment is much more
complex and difficult.

Another question I raise is whether we have not based our whole
concept of social and economic development through the U.N. on a
wrong concept as to what are the real needs of humanity. I am not
disregarding the purely humanitarian aspects of economic development
in terms of providing clothing, food, jobs, capital formation, inJuer}-‘,
and other economic benefits.

I am questioning the focus. We are beginning to learn that lesson,
let us say, in the United States as a result of years and years of thrust
of our own programs since World War II. T am just wondering
whether we are in the right approach at the United Nations level
where because of the natural desire to get along, 80 percent of our
effort is put in social and economic development and yet even that
might really be questioned as being inordinately focused on purely
economics.

Mr. EicHELBERGER. If you are putting it entirely on a humani-
tarian basis, I think, yes, it could be questioned. If you are putting
it on a very practical basis—here is a part of mankind that is living
below the subsistence level and we can’t have a world like that. We
can help other people help themselves and at the same time that
helps the world economy.

I just don’t think a few wealthy nations can carry an increasing
number of nations when the gap becomes wider and wider.

Mr. Fascern. I cannot disagree with that, Mr. Eichelberger,
believe me. T have said that myself many times. I think we have
reached that point in the life of the U.N. when every assumption
must be reviewed and challenged, even by us.

Mr. EicHELBERGER. Right.

Mr. Fascern. This is the purpose of my question to you as the
dean of the nongovnrnmental} groups and one who has dedicated a
life to this service to mankind. I am anxious to have your view be-
cause this has concerned me.

I just attended a conference in Switzerland and one of the ques-
tions was, among many that we discussed, the impact of the youth
of today in the United States on U.S. foreign policy. It does not take
much to expand that question into one affecting all international
problems and policies. Today, the impact of youth is a very legitimate
question which one must try to resolve or understand.

In order to understand answers to that question, it is necessary to
know what young people really want out of life. That immediately
puts into question the whole concept of economic development; and
a satisfactory political process. Philosophy of life is l'ulemunt.al to
the whole issue.

Is it possible that barefoot kids wearing ragged clothes, who do
not get enough to eat, still are happy and satisfied and yet are only
indirectly a part of the political process?
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I have oversimplified a philosophical problem, but I have said
enough to make the comparison. I Eeap questioning myself over and
over again. Do I have a better answer than economic or social develop-
ment, or responsive parliamentary process or a foundation of law as
a basis for human conduct.

I don’t have a better answer. But I do think that we have to keep
questioning, as our young people question today, the values which we
assign, the reasons we do things.

Is it a fundamental statement, for example, that & man is more
satisfied with the maintenance of or struggle for an ideal or a purpose
than he is with filling his stomach? If it 1s, maybe we ought to turn
our attention to helping achieve those purposes.

It seems to me this kind of questioning is fundamental to the thrust
the United Nations is going to take in the next 25 years. If the U.N.
is to help solve the problem of man living with man, then I think
this questioning process is fundamental.

Mr. ErcHELBERGER. I think there are some Burmese who are much
happier using elephants to carry their teak wood and pile it up than
using modern trucks. Everybody is trying to get rid of the elephant
and give them trucks. There are those problems.

The point is that the world is in a dynamic social revolution and if
we could just say to the world it shall stop and people live in that kind
of happy condition, they would. But people aren’t going to let them.

Mr. Fascerr. You mean the other people won’t let them.

Mr. ErcaeLBERGER. The restlessness you find in Africa and
elsewhere,

Mr. GaLraGHER. I might say, Mr. Eichelber er, that the committee
is honored in having three distingunished memgers of the Parliament
of Sierra Leone here today. [Applause.]

Perhaps you would like to join the discussion.

Mr. ErceeLBERGER. I think it was a chairman of this committee
at one time, Mr. Carnahan, who was Ambassador to Sierra Leone.
So I used to hear a great deal about Sierra Leone from him. T am sure
they would agree—well, T think their position is clear without our
discussing it.

Now getting back to the problem you were raising, the problem of
war and peace. It is not just a matter of the economic condition of
life, although that is part of it. At the last General Assembly you saw a
certain restlessness on the part of the small States because they felt
that, the Soviet Union and the United States could get together to run
the world without the rest of the nations.

On the other hand, they kept saying that the great powers should get
together and solve the arms problem, particularly so the world could
make progress. Certainly all of us favor the disarmament negotiations
going on, but I think we must make it clear that these are part of a
United Nations process and that the two powers are not going to try
to reach agreement to the exclusion of the rest,

You said that in the last assembly, Mr. Fascell.

The agenda for the next assembly will have several weeks devoted
to a discussion of the problems that are now confronting the world,
the very things we are talking about. I would hope that the President
of the United States will appear with the other statesmen and speak,
but I hope his speech will have some very practical things that this
Government will be willing to do. There is this impression that the
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United States, like the other great powers, has bypassed the United
Nations at its convenience.

I attended a ceremony recently of the signing of the nonprolifera-
tion treaty. None of our Government oﬂicil%: including the President
and Secretary of State mentioned the United Nations although the
United Nations had a great deal to do with starting the whole effort
for a nonproliferation treaty,

There is not enough attention or thought given to the United
Nations by our Government. I hope the President, when he speaks
sometime in October, will challenge the United Nations to certain
forward steps and indicate the part that we will play in them.

Mr. FascerL. I will tell you one thing. If it were not for the non-
governmental organizations, there might not be any attention.

Mr. GaLLAGHER. Mr. Frelinghuysen?

Mr. FreniNgHUYSEN. Thank Eou, Mr. Chairman. I should like to
express my regret to Mr. Eichelberger that I was unable to listen to
his t»alitimony as I have known him for many years. I have no questions
to ask.

Mr. Eichelberger for a lonF time has been a leader in the search for
Faace, both on an individual basis and working with others. I would

ike to pay personal tribute to him.

The accomplishments of this one man are remarkable and in this
case I think Mr. Eichelberger has done a remarkable job. It is my loss
that I did not hear his testimony before my own subcommittee today.
I was unavoidably squeezed because of the vote on the arms control
authorization bill and then I had another obligation before this.

Mr. GaLLaGHER. Thank you very much, Mr. Eichelberger. We

appreciate very much your being with us today and adding to this
record with your outstanding thoughts on this subject.

Mr. EicHELBERGER. Mr. Chairman, if I may not prolong this, may
I call attention to the fact that my organization has just produced a
booklet ‘“The United Nations: The Next 25 Years.” I think we raised
all the questions that have been raised today and tried to give a few
ANSWers.

Mr. GarragHER. Fine. We would like to have some copies of that.

Mr. FasceLL. Mr. Chairman, did we put Mr. Eichelberger’s
statement in the record?

Mr. GarrageER. Mr. Eichelberger’s statement is in the record,

es.
, Mr. EicHELBERGER. I hope I may have a chance to expand on it.
Mr. Garrageer. Without objection that may be done. 1 hope
ou can come back again. If we did not have the other witnesses today,
am sure the members of the committee would like to exchange more
views with you.

Thank you very much.

Mzr. ErcaerLBERGER. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

(The full text of Mr. Eichelberger’s statement follows:)

StaTEMENT oF CLARK M. EICHELBERGER, ExecuTive DIREcTOR, CoMMISSION
T0 STUDY THE ORGANIZATION OF PEACE

Mr. Chairman: I appreciate the invitation to appear before this Committee.
I have appeared before it a number of times, particularly when either Congress-
man A. 8. J. Carnahan or Chester Merrow was Chairman. It has been a con-
structive Committee concentrating on the development of international organi-
zation. A number of its members have, throughout the years, been delegates to
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the United Nations General Assembly. Congressmen Fascell and Whalley have
rosdu;:ld a penetrating report on the last General Assembly to which they were

3. egates.

I have seen the United Nations develop from the beginning. The Commission
to Study the Organization of Peace, of which I am Executive Director, was
organized in 1939 to study what would take the place of the League of Nations.
It was my privilege to be one of a committee afp five that during the war met
under the (?hsinnanship of Sumner Welles to produce a rough working draft of
a Charter. I was a Consultant to the United States delegation at San Franeisco.

A great human and scientific revolution followed the Second World War. The
world entered the Atomic Age and for the first time was faced with the ibility
of total destruction. Later it became possible to explore celestial bodies. Forty
per cent of the world’s population threw off the yoke of colonialism and formed
independent states. As a result the Membership of the United Nations which
was expected to climb to 70 Members is now 126, with more Members expected.
The population of the world has increased greatly since the Second World War
ended and may double between now and the end of the century.

Under such circumstances, the world has needed a point of concentration to
which all peoples could turn. This was the United Nations. It is hard to see how
the world could have survived without the universal principles of the Charter,
the common meeting place of the Organization, and the economic and social
machinery of the United Nations family.

The United Nations has made the difference between the sporadic fightin
which has gone on most of the time since the Second World War ended and a thir
world war. The Second World War was followed by a revolt of the colonial peoples.
The seeds of this revolt are to be found in the Charter but no one anticipated that
within two decades, forty per cent of the world’s population would emerge from
colonialism and form independent states. Many observers believe that this has
been the most important contribution of the United Nations. It helped some of
these people to independence; it weleomed most of them into the family of nations;
it gave them an opportunity to participate in international community life.
Without the United Nations it is hard to imagine what the world might have been
like had this revolution oceurred in anarchy.

I am sure that Congressmen who have served on United States delegations to the
General Assembly would agree that the United Nations is the beginning of a
world parliamentary system and a means of developing world law. There are those
who would criticize the great number of speeches made in United Nations bodies,
many of these speeches tedious and repetitious. However, it is amazing to see
delegates of countries that have just won their independence, adjust themselves to
parliamentary practice and to speak and sometimes speak ably, on the needs of
their countries in relationship to mankind. And as the years have gone on there
has developed, through the United Nations family, a vast mechanism to promote
human rights, economic development and communications. The specialized and
other agencies cover many fields of human existence from health to atomic energy.

There are those who believe that the United Nations will be most successful,

for some time at least, in those areas where man’s sovereign claims or ancient
uarrels are not too dominant. President Kennedy in 1961 suggested that the
Id War be kept out of the colder regions of outer space and that international
law and the law of the Charter be applied to outer space. He proposed that no
state be permitted to annex a celestial body. A few years later, the nations further
agreed that atomic weapons could not be planted on celestial bodies or carried
in space ships. Much must yet be done to make outer space complet.elly free from

military activity, but when American Apollo 11 astronauts ste:;sed oot on the
moon, few people were afraid that this would usher in an era of celestial war.

The Members of the United Nations are now approaching the area of the sea-bed
beyond the continental shelf in the hope that it too will be free from sovereign
claims and be developed as the common heritage of mankind.

International law has been concerned with relationship of governments to
each other. There is developing a higher law, world law, which controls the relation-
ship of nations and individuals to world society. This is developing through the
United Nations.

As the United Nations approaches its twenty-fifth anniversary, a mood of
discouragement and frustration seizes some of the delegates. Secretary-General
U Thant has said:

.. .1 can only conclude from the information that is available to me as
Secretary-General that the Members of the United Nations have perhaps
ten years left in which to subordinate their ancient quarrels and launch a
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global partnership to curb the arms race, to improve the human environment,
to defuse the population explosion, and to supply the required momentum
to world development efforts. If such a global partnership is not forged
within the next decade, then I very much fear that the problems I have
mentioned will have reached such staggering proportions that they will be
beyond our capacity to control.”

It is the hope of many governments that the United Nations twenty-fifth
anniversary ceremonies in the General Assembly this fall will mean a consideration
of the problems confronting the United Nations and a rededication of peoples,
and their governments to the principles of the Charter and a forging of the global
partnership.

‘We have said that the problems of the world were so overwhelming at the close
of the Second World War that man could scarcely have survived without the
moral and political concentration which the United Nations provided. This is
equally true of the future.

Can anyone doubt but that the problems confronting the world in the next
twenty-five years will be even more perplexing than those of the last twenty-five
Vears Ninet%vpercent. of all the scientists that the world has ever known are
alive today. We can expect a growing scientific fraternity to unlock mysteries
that we cannot now contemplate, Unless controlled, the population of the world
will double in the next twenty-five years. Interplanetary travel may be beyond
the experimental stage. The threat to the human environment must be arrested
and the arms race checked before it has reached the point of no return. To meet
these problems the machinery of the world community which the United Nations
represents must be greatly modified, changed and strengthened. In view of these
problems—most of them universal, national sovereignty as we know it today will
be untenable. The dignity of the individual must remain the final goal of inter-
national society.

The development of this world society during the next twenty-five years is a
task that must be taken step by step. Many people, some of them forgotten,
made self-sacrifices and heroic contributions to the development of the United
Nations. Such efforts will be needed in the future. The Commission to Study the
Organization of Peace has produced a document “The United Nations: The Next
Twenty-five Years’”. This Report outlines the goals that must be achieved step
by step. Obviously I do not have time to cover these points today. I hope you will
have time to read the Report.

I want the United States to play a leading role in forging the global partnership
for which the Secretary-General calls. I should like to refer to a point made by
Ambassador Charles Yost in his testimony Thursday, April 23:5).0 He spoke of
the necessity of expanding the United Nations plant on the East River. In 1946
most of the delegates a, d to establish the Headquarters of the United Nations
in the United States. 'Fhe choice was finally narrowed to New York City. Only
this country, physically untouched by the war, had the energy and the facilities
to build the Headquarters of the United Nations quickly. It is a source of pride
to most Americans to feel that New York City provides the Headquarters for
the capital of the world. The old League of Nations Headquarters taken over by
the United Nations at Geneva have been expanded. The United Nations has
offices throughout the world. Nevertheless, the center of its political life is centered
in New York City.

I think it is important that this Headquarters remain intact and grow. An
international climate has develo in the buildings on the East River of New
York City. It must be maintained. But the buildings are outgrown. Co uently,
it is important to the wth of the United Nations and to the pardonable pride
of the United States that the Headquarters be expanded.

What is asked for is very little indeed—20 million dollars from the Federal
gﬁvernment to be added to what the City of New York is contributing and what
the United Nations itself is providing.

Mr. GarragrER. Our second witness today is Mr. Harvey Greis-
man, President of the Council on International Relations and United
Nations Affairs. This ori ization is the collegiate affiliate of the U.N.

Association in New York. Mr. Greisman is a student at Colgate Uni-
versity and we welcome him here this afternoon.
We have your statement, Mr. Greisman, and you may proceed.
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STATEMENT OF HARVEY W. GREISMAN, PRESIDENT, COUNCIL ON
INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS AND UNITED NATIONS AFFAIRS

Mr. GreismaN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have a statement
which I would like to read because it is short and I think it does
present a point of view that has not been substantially examined by
this committee in the past.

Mr. GarraGHER. Please proceed.

Mr. Griesman. Thank you.

Mr. Chairman, it is indeed a very great privilege for me to come
before this subcommittee to present my views, both as an individual
and as president of a national student organization. I am especially
honored, Mr. Chairman, to be Elaced among such a distinguished list
of witnesses, including those who have previously testified and those
who will be coming before you shortly.

The various ambassadors, academicians and others whom you have
already heard have given detailed testimony on many of the pressing
issues now before the United Nations. While I may lack the substan-
tive background and practical experience of your previous witnesses
I do hope to bring a different perspective to these problems, an
perhaps some new approaches as well.

I want to first confess how pleased I am that such hearings as these
are taking place within our Congress: that this subcommittee has
seen the necessity to publicly explore the significance of the U.N.
system—past, present, and future—does great credit—credit to our
gzvemment.. By critically, yet constructively, examining the effect of
this world body upon the international system our Government is
adding to the United Nations 25th anniversary celebration in a most
meaningful and productive way.

I am pleased as well for the forward-looking orientation that these
hearings are assuming. For undoubtedly, it is much easier to find fault
with an institution, to feel regret over past actions and to self-
righteously express condemnation of others. However, we no longer
possess that luxury, as time is not on our side, and our problems are
at a critical stage.

The Secretary General of the United Nations has recently advised
that if we do not soon forge a true “global partnership” capable of
dealing with such fundamental and universa]f issues as the environ-
ment, development and the arms race, then man will have forever lost
his preeminence over nature and machine. If this is a somewhat
t.rouglesome notion to members of the Congress, diplomats and heads
of state everywhere, then it is certainly a very ugly prospect for my
generation.

We want a chance. We want the same opportunity that past
generations have had in helping to fashion the type of world they
wanted. That is why I am here today.

I am before you today representing the Council on International
Relations and United Nations Affairs. We are a national student
organization, devoted to the study of international affairs, in general,
and the United Nations in particular. The Council represents the
merger of the two predecessor organizations in our field: the Collegiate
Council for the United Nations and the Association of International
Relations Clubs. With the recent consummation of that merger, our
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membership includes some 500 chapters on campuses throughout the
United States, as well as individual memberships.

We are essentially a coordinating organization, which services its
affiliates with mailings on_substantive international issues, and by
supplying leadership techniques to campus leaders through our own
manuals and Leadership Training Institutes. Our overall purpose is to
provide U.S. students with the means, both substantive and me-
chanical, to express their views on international issues.

We are, of course, a nonpartisan, nongovernmental organization,
with official nongovernmental status at the U.N. and at the U.S.
mission to the IfN. As the U.S. affiliate of an international student
organization (the International Student Movement for the U.N.), we
are also entitled to consultative status with ESOSOC. The benefits
that accrue from such affiliations, such as the availability of docu-
mentation and other resources, are in turn passed on to our members.

We also enjoy a very rewarding relationship with the United
Nations Association of the United States of America, of which we
are its collegiate affiliate. UNA-USA is doing exemplary work in its
field, both by educating this Nation’s citizenry on the fundamental
issues of international affairs, and by formulating alternative policies
which it feels will contribute to international stability, based on peace
and justice.

UNA'’s recent work in its policy studies program has already been
enthusiastically acknowledged by several o? your previous witnesses.
I could pa; A no higher compliment than that. Moreover, UNA
has seen the necessity to involve the youth community in its pro-
grams at all levels, in the field and on its national policy panels.

UNA has realized that in a world in which half the population is
under 25 (and indeed in the developing countries the majority is
under 21), it is highly feasible to involve my generation in the deci-
sions which will affect our world, which may even eliminate it, but
will certainly alter it. But not only should my generation be consulted
on decisions because of their eventual effect on us, for that alone is
not a substantially valid reason in my mind.

Rather, it is because now, more than ever before, we have the time,
the resources, the knowledge, and most importantly, the desire to
:lxllber into the social arena and seek to improve what is presently

ere.

We are grateful to UNA for sharing our concerns. We wish that
these sentiments were more widely held.

That private organizations and individuals can make a contribution
to the work of the international community has already been estab-
lished by this subcommittee. The nongovernmental organization can
view the international situation, and this country’s relationship to it,
within & wholly different context than can the Government.

I believe these independent views should always be sought by
Government officials, and that is why I regret one aspect of the
subcommittee’s proceedings. For as far as I know, I am the only
student or “youth representative’” scheduled to appear before you,
and this is on my own expense and initiative.

Certainly if the private community is to be called in to express its
views on t{’le future of the United Nations, then the one segment of
that community which has the highest stake in that future ought to be
consulted as well. For even though we may lack the expertise on some




381

of the more complex issues before the U.N., we are well acquainted
with the attitudes of the majority of the present population, and with
the attitudes of the next generation of leaders—for we are that majority
and we are the next leaders.

In the past, the student community has made its views known on a
number of international issues, with varying degrees of competency
and substance. The results of such endeavors, including my own
organization’s recent conferences, are most often in the form of
resolutions, and are always made available to our Government’s
officials. However, rather than prepare a somewhat sterile list of policy
recommendations, I would prefer to offer this subcommittee some
general attitudes, and certain specific endorsements of recommenda-
tions already submitted by others.

As you know, much of what is voiced by members of my generation
concerns the economic and social well-being of the individual—and
this has certainly been the thrust of my organization. This is an area
in which there i1s no room for hypocrisy. Here, the United States
should practice in the United Nations what it preaches at home.

It is incumbent upon us to follow through with our commitment
to the universal declaration of human rights, and join the 75 other
countries in the U.N. which have already ratified the Convention on
Genocide. 1 endorse as well the testimony of Ambassador Abram,
which is in support of U.S. ratification of the Convention on Racial
Discrimination.

I offer these two recommendations and endorsements as part of a
much larger picture. For the United States, by casting its first veto
not long ago, has told the world that it will not longer mask true
intentions with deceptive rhetoric. We will act realistically, and vote
as we truly feel. Think of the consequences, then, of further delaying
the ratification of these human rights conventions. There are, of
course, many more substantial ways of manifesting our coneern for
the individual through the U.N. system, but these require additional
financial expeditures, a grester reliance upon the multilateral aid
dispensing structures (which are soon hopefully to be made more
efficient due to the Jackson report) and a er commitment to the
charter’s peace-keeping machinery.

I do not want to engage in specifics here, as I am limited both by
my capacity as a nonpartisan, organizational representative and as
one who follows several distinguished witnesses who have already
given ample testimony on these matters. Nevertheless, it is hoped
that with a more sound and equitable economic and social structure,
based on the sanctity of the individual, our more serious political/
military problems '.viﬁ’be diminished.

I could not very well close without making reference to some general
areas in which youth might involve itself in the work of the U.N.
In this, the year designated by the United Nations as International
Education Year, as well as the beginning of the second development
decade, it seems that there is already a coincidence of interests be-
tween youth and the U.N. As youth is already somewhat involved
in our National Commission for UNESCO, so should they be in the
actual work of UNESCO.

We have already witnessed what occurs when the educational
system is outdated and irrelevant to the needs of today’s youth.
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What better way for my generation to help determine new inter-
national standards of education than by actually participating in
UNESCO’s deliberations?

Certainly this Nation’s Peace Corps, as well as the VISTA program,
have demonstrated the need for, and usefulness of, having our young
people participate in the fundamental aspects of nationbuilding.
A U.N.-sponsored International Voluntary Service Corps, as proposeg 5
could do much to implement those very basic and necessary concepts
which the second development decade seeks to bring to fruition.

Of course, the U.N. and even President Nixon, in a speech to the
General Assembly, have endorsed this general concept of a volunteer
service. The U.N.’s Center for Economic and Social Information is
already working with youth groups in sponsoring a youth development,
team to Latin Xm erica this summer. I expect that many more concrete
ideas on how youth can relate to the problems of global development
will be coming out of the U.N.-sponsored World isout.h Assembly, to
be convened this July. This is an example in itself of U.N.-student
cooperation, as many student organizations, both national and
international, have been intricately involved in many aspects of the
preconference plans.

I urge the Bnited States to fully endorse this assembly in every
possible way. The U.S. mission has already endorsed this assembly in
principle, as well as voiced its support of one other means of directly
involving youth in the working of the U.N., which is to include a
youth on the delegation to the 25th session of the General Assembly.

Surely there is no substitute for direct and practical experience in
these matters, and 1 am confident that such an arrangement would
benefit both the delegation and this country’s concerned young people.

In summation, I will just say that my generation’s concern for the
welfare and improvement of the U.N. system stems from some very
basic fears.

The nuclear sword of Damocles constantly hanging above our heads
has taught us that there can be no true national security without
international security. And even aside from the nuclear threat, there
are those other imminent dangers to our well-being which know no
national boundaries, such as the pollution of our waters and the con-
tamination of our air. In short, either a common effort is made to
solve our problems, and soon, or else we shall all suffer in common.

The United Nations is unique in offering the machinery necessary
for such a global effort. As youth, we seek not to infiltrate, but to
cooperate with it. We feel certain that the United Nations can help us,
all of us. For surely it can never fail us; only we can fail it and ulti-
mately ourselves.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. GanragaER. Thank you very much, Mr. Greisman, for an
excellent presentation. On behalf of the committee I would like to
compliment you and your organization for your interest, concern, and
commitment to this very important area of our national community.

I have renewed hope that all will come out well when I see people
who are as committed as you people are to doing this kind of job and
?reganng ourself for the day when these pro%lems become yours.

might add that although this is an election year, we don’t want to
be replaced too quickly.

On page 5 of your statement you express regret that you are the
only youth representative scheduled to appear before this subcom-
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mittee. The subcommittee would be delighted to hear from other
representatives. We made that quite clear at the outset when we
announced our hearings.

If you could pass on the message to those who might like to express
views, we will be very happy to hear from them. Tﬁe hearings are at
this point open ended and we could perhaps schedule others who
mg.IY be interested. A

he other point I might mention is that, as you said in your state-
ment, you came here at your own expense. I might say that all of
the witnesses have done that. It was not an oversight on our part.
We invite everyone to particpate, but that is one of the sacrifices that
citizens must make, as we do not have any funding to pay expenses
to Washington. /

On page 8 you refer to the World Youth Assembly which is to be
convened in July. Do you know who will represent the American
youth at that conference or how that selection will be made?

Mr. GreEsmaN. I do not know, first of all, the delegates at this
point, but I know how the selection is to be made. There is a private
group of national organizations which is at this very moment selecting
the actual youth participants.

This private group is made up of a number of national youth
organizations including the Young Republicans, Young Democrats,
even the Black Panthers, and various other national student groups.
They are operating on their own.

Applications have been sent out and they are at this time making
the selection process. They hope to have five delegates and, in turn,
these names will be passed on to our Government and then it is up
to our Government to accept these five delegates.

Mr. GaLracaEr. Do you feel that is a wise way to select the
candidates?

Mr. GrEIsMAN. Yes.

Mr. GAarLaGHER. Of course, if it works out, we can all learn some-
thing from you.

lﬁ*. GresMAN. I think it is important that the delegation come
not with the endorsement of the IF.S. Government, but rather with
the endorsement of American youth. I think that will make a critical
difference at the Assembly.

Mr. GaLragHER. I agree with you. You don’t believe they are
inconsistent?

Mr. GreismAN. No. At least it should not be inconsistent.

Mr. GarrageER. They could be consistent?

Mr. GrEisMAN. Yes.

Mr. GavragHER. I think it is an excellent idea. I am happy that
you do a(gpmve of the selection process. This is something which has
interested us here in the Congress, those of us who have tried not to
intervene in any way. We want to make it a more meaningful experi-
ence and a more meaningful representation.

Mr. Frelinghuysen?

Mr. FreLINGHUYSEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I, too, should like to compliment Mr. Greisman on his testimony.
I would like to ask what the Youth Assembly is going to accomplisﬂ.
I assume from what you say, that you consider this a significant way
in which youth not only in this country, but in the other countries
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can be made aware of and perhaps contribute toward the United
Nations as a useful organization.

Have gou any idea what is going to be accomplished? Does it have
an agenda? If it does, who geci es on what the agenda contains?
How does one keep it from being a period of chaos and confusion,
instead of a period of contribution by youth to the basic organization?

Mr. Greisman. We hope it will not result in chaos. We do have
an agenda. Of course, this is a U.N.-sponsored conference. There is,
however, an international planning committee advising the United
Nations on such matters as selection and on the matter of what items
will appear on the agenda. This international planning committee is
composed of 13 international student organizations. They, through
their own means, have advised the United Nations—its preparatory
com::lnitt.ee—on what items we would like to see, as youth, on the
agenda.

The agenda does contain items on world peace, development,
education, and man and environment. There are many sub-topies, of
course, for each of the major topics. In general these are the issues that
are discussed in the normal course of debate at the United Nation
General Assembly sessions and in the various commissions.

What they hope to accomplish is to examine these issues and see
where youth can fit into some of the programs designed to implement
solutions for these very critical problems. No one is really sure what
will come out. They are going to find that at the assembly.

I think it is worthwhile to give these people a chance to do that.
They are hoping to discuss the issues, see how it relates to their genera-
tion and then su%gasb mechanisms through which they can help their
governments implement the solutions.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Is the expectation that individual delegates
will speak their own minds, or once they have been chosen will they
speak their government’s mind?

Mr. GreisMAN. They are to represent themselves, as individuals.

Mr. FrReLINGHUYSEN. In other words, do you anticipate that the
Soviet representative will be speaking as one voice or will they be
?ipea.king with the same freedom that you might anticipate of American

elegates?

r. GREISMAN. These delegates will be coming as youth represent-
atives, representing youth opinion in their countries, not their
governments’ opinion. They will be there as individuals. They will
not be representing their countries. They are representing themselves
as individuals, as members of the youth community of their respective
countries.

Mr. FreLINGHUYSEN. You sound like an optimist. I wonder as a
realist whether it is possible to distinguish between the two in a
totalitarian society. They are not likely to have any views independent
of what their government would like them to express at such a meeting.

Mr. GreisMAN. As youth, we are optimists on the outside, but I
think we have some realism hidden beneath. Perhaps it takes the
committee’s questions to drag this out of me. Yes, we realize that in
all cases freedom of speech, elementary freedom of speech, will not
be guaranteed to some individuals. In some cases 1 do personally
expect that the delegations will have the approving stamp of their
governments.
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I think this is unfortunate, but I think what we can get out of this
is that even if these students are coming with the endorsement of their
government, and even if these people are government-selected, once
they come to this forum and see the interplay of debate and talk with
other students who were not chosen by their governments, I think
this will be a learning experience for them.

I think this is perhaps one of the most important aspects of such a
conference. They will intermingle with members of their own genera-
tion who have not been subjected perhaps to some of the pressures
they have been subjected to i their own countries.

Mr. FreLiNGHUYSEN. How soon do you think the decisions will be
made regarding the individuals to be recommended as delegates?

Mr. GaLuagaER. Will the gentleman yield?

I would like at this point to compliment you on that explanation.
That is the hope in it aFl. I think you have given an excellent explana-
tion of your participation and your hopes.

Mr. énms.\ux. }l)‘hank you, Mr. Chairman.

With respect to your question, Mr. Congressman, I believe the
selections for the students on the American delegation are being made
this week. The target date, I believe, was May 31 as the date at
which time the American steering committee would submit the names
to our Government.

Mr. FreuingaUuYseEN., Will there be alternative selections or is it
a slate with no backup?

Mr. GresmaN. There will be alternatives available. There have
been many applications remitted to this committee. There are more
than enough applications to choose from and more than five delegates
will be chosen. }l)‘here will be alternate delegates.

Mr. FreuingHUYSEN. Thank you. I have no further questions
Mr. Chairman.

Mr. GaLLAGHER. Mr. Fascell?

Mr. Fascern. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Greisman, what effort, if any, is being made by the national
and international young peoples groups to interest young people in
ecareers in an international organization?

Mr. GreisMaN. I know as president of my organization we con-
stantly try to interest our members and the student community at
large to join in the efforts of the United Nations, but there are not
enough places available. I think there is not enough willingness on
beha%f o? these international organizations to accept people of my age.

So, sometimes the enthusiasm is generated by national organizations
and the students do become interested and apply for positions, but
they are turned down; sometimes for not very valid reasons. Un-
fortunately this is inhibiting many others from seeking careers in the
international field.

Mr. FasceLn. Do you have any kind of statistics which might be
available with respect to this problem? I am thinking now specifically
of U.N., employment wurldwiSe.

Mr. Greisman. Those are probably available and I will try to make
them available to the committee. We may have them in our organiza-
tion’s files. I think on this point, witi respect to this country’s
sNituation it is very difficult for an American to work for the United

ations,
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No matter how much we seek to encourage youth in this country,
we always temper that encouragement with a degree of realism. The
U.N. just wouﬁl prefer to accept people from other countries. After
all, the U.N. is located here and that figures in heavily. It is very
difficult for youth to become involved in the United Nations here.

Mr. Fascern. Well, 80 percent of the personnel of the United
Nations are located outside of the United States.

Mr. Greisman. That’s right.

Mr. Fascern. So aside from the young people of the United States,
how about the young people of other countries?

Mr. GREISMAN. ’1%19}’ have perhaps a greater interest than Ameri-
can students in joining with international organizations. I know that
other organizations in other countries do encourage this of their
member;iip. I do know that.

I think perhaps one other inhibiting factor is that students are
sometimes dissuaded from joining an international organization be-
cause of perhaps the bureaucratic structure under which it operates,
which is something that often manifests itself in the Unit-e.dp States.
The students are wary of organizations, especially ones that do not
act on the critical issues of the day. This is a critical and inhibiting
factor.

Mr. FasceLy. I noticed that myself. I wonder what is the answer.

Mr. GrersmMaN. The answer is to improve the organization.

Mr. FascerL. Yes, but it still will be bureaucratic and still an
organization. I have never found a satisfactory answer to that kind
of philosophy. What are you going to have, a?isorganized mob?

r. GrREIsMAN. No, not at all.

Mr. Fascern. All right. We are both not for that. I am not being
critical of you. I have heard this statement many times. I am trying
to find what the alternative is that is the improvement.

One of the alternatives I have heard expressed is get rid of all the
present generation who are running things and put on some other

peg;{ale.

r. GavLAGHER. Mr. Fascell, the problem is that when we hold
hearings on the 40th anniversary of the United Nations, half of the
population of the world will be under 5.

r. FascerL. That raises the question of perspective again, of
which I am sure we are all aware. Just for the sake of perspective, what
is the dividing line between your generation and the rest of the people?
Is it an age 5?

Mr. GrErsmaN. I think very definitely not.

Mr. Fascern. I don’t think it is either.

Mr. GreEisman. I think youth is an attitude, it is a state of mind.
You don’t judge it by one’s chronological age.

Mr. FasceLL. Maybe it is a mistake to refer to it as youth—seriously.
I am just asking. 1 assume you are under 30 and that age has been used
as a dividing line in this country for discussions on this subject.

If you say youth, do you assume the maturity necessary or does
that infer something? Or if you say youth, does that necessarily infer
all the necessary attributes?

Mr. GrersmaN. I think there are many members of your generation
who agree with much of what my generation is saying and they are all
for having themselves placed in the youthful category.

Mr. FasceLw. I certainly would concur with that.
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Mr. GreisMAN. So perhaps we are not able to abandon the termi-

nology, you like it so much yourself. I suppose everyone likes to be
consuiered and called young.
Mr. FasceLL. Wall},' I fon’t know about the terminology. I just
think it is essential, though, that we talk in perspective, and with
understanding without the use of a label. Such as the statement:
“I am for young people,” participating in the U.N.

When you examine it might be more useful to say “Who applied for
a job?” “Who was rejected?”” “Who did the rejecting?”’ “Why was the
applicant rejected?” That is more relevant than which generation
you came from, it seems to me.

The truth of the matter is, if you talk about political pressure on
the secretariat of all the international organizations to get somethi
done, I doubt that the United States has that kind of influence. We
are outvoted everywhere.

So who has the votes? When you examine that, it certainly is not
the developed countries. I have just been through that experience
firsthand: in the United Nations, not only in committee work but
also in General Assembly.

It is very difficult to put together a consensus if you happen to be
one of the developed countries. It can’t be done without reaching
some agreement or some understanding with the developing countries.
That is part of the process.

The point I am making is obvious. They really run it.

Mr. Greisman. I think it perhaps would be best if the United
Nations could formulate some programs with the concomitant

institutions necessary to c them out—with glaces open for all.

Mr. FasceLL. The United Nations, you said yourself, really can’t
do anything. It is up to the individual countries, right?

Mr. GrEismaN, Exactly.

Mr. Fascern. Well, the United States, for example, as a matter of

olicy might very well say, “We agree with Mr. Greisman. We would
Fike to have Americans in the U.N. We would like to have young
Americans in the UN.” And that is about as far as we get from a
practical standpoint.

Mr. GreisMAN. There have been other countries who have been
perhaps more active on behalf of involving youth in the 25th anni-
versary than the United States.

Mr. FasceLn. More active?

Mr. GreEisMAN. Perhaps so.

Mr. Fascern. Do you detect that something is wrong with our
efforts, meaning the United States, to involve youth in the 25th
anniversary?

Mr. GrErsMaN. At the beginning I think there were some reserva-
tions, although many were valid.

Mr. FasceELL. Sure there were a lot of reservations as we discussed
the various problems. Mr. Frelinghuysen touched on one. I think
everybody is generally concerned over whether we get a demonstra-
tion in Central Park or we get together and have a constructive
meeting on the problems of the worlg.

I think that is a legitimate question.

Another question is raised, how will the people be selected? It
was decided that the United States would not support governmental
delegations; that individual delegations should be selected by the
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young people in their own countries, and not necessarily reflect or
represent their government.

ortunately that point of view won out. But I wanted to be sure
that there was not some reservation in your mind with respect to the
present efforts by our Government with respect to the Youth
Assembly. As I understand it the United States Fully supports it and
is taking all the steps to be sure that our young people are involved
and have the maximum of freedom. Is my understanding correct?

Mr. GreisMaN. Yes, I believe it is and we appreciate that. I think
perhaps there is a financial aspect involved. Pam not sure what
obliglation the United States has assumed in relation to this particular

roblem.
= Mr. Fasceru. That is an interesting point. How free is youth?
That depends on your philosophy. If I pay your expenses, are you
going to be free?

ME'. GrersMaN. I think that is up to the delegation. I think it
very well could be.

Mr. FasceLL. It seems to me that is an interesting point on how
bad the groups want to participate. I am not sure, in other words,
that I am for the U.S. Government paying the expenses of anybody
in what is essentially a movement to involve young people.

Mr. GreismaN. I think that it would be a worthwhile contribution
to participate financially in & movement that would involve young
pe(ﬁle with the suggested outcome that has been made.

r. Fasceun. I have reservations, myself. That is strictly a
personal opinion. I am sure that this is one of the problems that we
are reviewing. I know it has been discussed with a lot of people.

Delegations coming from other countries, for example, have the
important problem of transportation expenses, housing, food, et
cetera. How is that going to be handled?

The Government could come up with the money I suppose. That
raises some other questions about the nature of the youth assembly.
If it is simply to be a direct reflection of the present governmental
structures, i) am not so sure I would be for the youth assembly at all.
At least I would cast it in a different light.

That is the reason I brought up the question. What is the problem
with respect to other people or delegations coming to the United
States? I did not quite understand.

Mr. GreisMaN. The financial aspect of it?

Mr. Fascerr. Right.

Mr. GREISMAN. entially it is the ongoing costs of the conference
that entail expenses that will have to be borne here in the United
States, housing and that type of thing. I imagine the real serious
problem is funding the delegations to travel here. That is where the
major expense is.

Mr. FasceLn. As far as the conference itself under the auspices of
the U.N., I would assume that the availability of office space, paper,
communications, and other services is a U.N. problem, not the host
government problem. Is that correct?

Mr. GrersMaN. The United Nations is assuming a certain percent-
age of this. The U.S. delegation is the one that insisted that it assume
no more than—I forget what the exact figure was.

Mr. FascerL. Just our share?
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Mr. GreismaN. Not more than a certain percentage will come out
of the United N ations budget for this conference. The rest was to be
dependent on contributions from private organizations and govern-
ments.

Mr. Fascern. Didn’t we have some documentation in the last
Assembly about fixing the amount of money?

Mr. Chairman, if there is something on that, I think we ought to
put it in the record at this point. I don’t recall, myself. I seem to have
a vague recollection of some kind of a resolution passed with some
kind of monetary limitation on U.N. expenses. It had to be approved
by the advisory committee and ultimately by the General Assembly.

Mr. FrRELINGHUYSEN. You must be aging if you have forgotten that.

Mr. Fascerr. I was not directly invaﬁlved.

Mr. GaunagaeER. Thank you very much, Mr. Greisman.

Mr. Greisman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. GauraGHER. Our third witness today is Mr. Everett Lee
Millard, executive secretary of People First, which has its head-
quarters in Chicago. We have Mr. Millard’s statement before us.

The Chair welcomes you here this afternoon, sir.

STATEMENT OF EVERETT LEE MILLARD, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY,
PEOPLE FIRST, CHICAGO, ILL.

Mr. MiLuarp. If T might do so, I should like to go through my
statement because it takes off on a line which I haven’t seen explored
in these hearings and perhaps you could simply use the copy for the
statement.

Mr. GarracaEr. We will include your full statement in the record
at this point, if there is no objection.

Mr. MiLuaro. T mean that I would like to read the statement,
if I may, because unless you happen to have studied it, there are
some points on which I should like to invite questioning and discus-
sion.

Mr. GarracHER. Please proceed, sir.

Mr. MiLuarp. The crisis which faces humanity today is so complex,
so urgent and perilous that we must solve it together or else fail. It
is a crisis of peace, of poverty, of resources and pollution, of morals
and education, almost a universal emergency. I am here to urge this
subcommittee to see its task in terms of the comprehensive whole,
as a small part of the undertaking which must engage the labors of
all of us, in this Nation and in others, if mankind is to survive.

I am grateful for the opportunity to appear before you today.
I believe that these hearings are most valuable. The testimony has
been impressive. Former ambassadors and representatives of the
United States to the United Nations have urged upon you the need
of the United States for the United Nations, and of the United
Nations for the United States. Distinguished persons from institutes,
universities, and endowments have come here to affirm that there are,
indeed, “New Tasks for the United Nations,” in the felicitous words
of a topic of these hearings. And now private organizations are adding
their plea for a comprehensive and constructive approach to the job.

My own role here is as a spokesman for much that has been unspoken.
I'do not appear as an ambassador, as a representative for an institution,
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or as an officer of a highly organized political lobby. What I say speaks
for many ordinary people whose hopes, whose lives and welfare ride
with the prospects of ordering man’s affairs “for a world fit to live in,”
which the purpose of People First calls “a common cause of mankind.”

My name is Everett L. Millard, and T am executive secretary of
People First and of the Conference Upon Research and Education
in world government, or CURE, which it sponsors.

It seems obvious to us, as private citizens, that the problems of
modern society have become inextricably complex and interrelated.
Many of them can have no solution except by the common effort of
all men. It is in this context that we must appraise the United Nations,
as an agency for the benefit of us all, which must inevitably grow to
Eovern many things which no single nation can govern within its

orders, if anyone is to be able to control them at all. I cite the high
seas, which are five-sevenths of the earth’s surface, and the air which
we breathe and the very keeping of peace itself.

There is an air of pessimism in the statement of many critics of the
United Nations and even in the attitudes of some Members of the
U.S. Congress toward its capacity for growth. The President of the
United States repeatedly maEes speeches on foreign affairs in which
he does not even mention the United Nations.

But it is un-American, I think, to accept defeat in an area so vital
to our interests and to our survival. The United Nations cannot
grow by itself. It is something which we must help to build. If it
didn’t exist, we would have to invent it. Such jobs Americans can
understand and do.

I cannot concur with the President in his neglect of the United

Nations, or with Ambassador Lodge in his comparison of the United
Nations to an airport at which it 1s ‘“not the fault of the airport and
staff if planes don’t choose to land.” In fact, if President Nixon
doesn’t bring his foreign policy in to land at the United Nations
airfield, we may land in a worse international disaster than anyone
cares to contemplate.

We have to 1dent.ifi,; ourselves as among the principal offenders.

The fellow with the big American automobile is the polluter, not
necessarily General Motors. And the Nation which devastates
Vietnam under the illusion that it is saving the natives from com-
munism looks like an international outlaw to many other people in
the world.

It is not surprising that great nations like the United States or the
U.S.S.R. donot take the lead in strengthening the United Nations. We
have greater power than the smaller nations, and we are more nearly
able to defend ourselves than they are. What is more, no great power
can propose reforms of the United Nations structure without inviting
a hostile reaction from its important rivals, who would be suspicious
of its motives.

It is not even particularly unexpected that our country should be
reluctant to change the established patterns of power. We are the
establishment today, as Britain was at the time of our Revolution, and
you don’t change when you are ahead unless, of course, there is a
pressing necessity to do so in order to stay ahead. Resistance to change
1s ingrained in human nature except among those who are starving or
oppressed or insecure, and to whom any change is better than their
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present suffering or peril. We are richer and freer and safer than anyone
else and we may well be among the slowest to accept change.

What is astonishing is that we should so grossly misread the temper
of those less fortunate than ourselves. I remember hearing a memger
of the U.S. Congress assert that few member nations of the United
Nations would support proposals for its improvement, ironically at
the very moment when a big majority of the member nations were
defying the major powers to adopt a resolution calling for a discussion
of reforms. Let me review this history for a moment and then point out
its implications for the deliberations of this subcommittee.

Away back in 1955, when the General Assembly of the United
Nations last debated the subject of a review of the U.N. Charter, it
was notable that several of the less powerful nations spoke in urgent
terms of the need for increasing its power as a world parliament and a
world authority. You will ﬁng samples of the debate in the United
Nations on that occasion on pages 150-157 of the fifth edition of
“Freedom in a Federal World,” the report of the Conference Upon
Research and Education in World Government, of which we have
furnished a copy to your chairman and of which we will furnish
additional copies to the members of this subcommittee on request.

At that time, all but 10 of the smaller nations voted in favor of a
conference to review the Charter of the United Nations, as its founders
provided at San Francisco in 1945.

It is now 1970, the 25th anniversary of the United Nations, a
good time to take stock whether to scrap it or to strengthen it. And it
would be a good time for the Congress of the United States to take
a much more searching look at the attitudes of those who are the
clients of the United Ngations, who look to it as their shield and pro-
tector and their hope for existence.

Last December a coalition of less powerful nations insisted upon
placing on the agenda for the 25th anniversary session of the General
Assembly a debate of the need for a review of the charter. This was,
in fact, a sort of a mini-revolt against the major powers, the U.N.
“Establishment’’ which has consistently opposed calling the review
conference though the General Assembly formally approved it in
1955.

Again, in this instance there were impassioned pleas from the
“Third Force” nations that humanity rescue itself ?rom mounting
perils before it is too late. Again the great powers dragged their feet.

The decisive vote in the General Assembly was 69 nations in favor
of placing a discussion of charter review on the 25th anniversary
agenda to 11 against and 22 abstentions. The 69 nations were mostly
the smaller and less powerful ones. The 11 opposed were mostly the
Soviet Union and the Communist power bloc. The 22 abstentions
included the remaining veto powers, among them, to our shame, the
United States, and most OF the European and British Common-
wealth nations. There is a profound significance here, and a great
opportunity if we take the trouble to analyze and understand it.

ost important is the fact that the initiative came from the “Third
Force” nations, as it should. An initiative from Russia or from our-
selves would lead mostly to a propaganda battle and to recriminations.
An initiative for United Nations reform from less powerful nations
merits not our scorn, not our opposition, but our study and our
sympathy and, in whatever way we can best give it, our support.
45-302 0—T70—pt. 2—4




392

Therefore, we su port_the hearings of this subcommittee and the
resolution, House Joint Resolution 1078, which Chairman Cornelius
Gallagher has introduced for the appointment of a presidential com-
mission to study and make recommendations on the United Nations
and its functions, and on the participation of the United States in
the United Nations during the 1970’s.

I should like to take this opportunity to particularly commend
the report of Congressmen Dante Fascell and J. Irving Whalley,
“To Save Succeeding Generations,” both for its severe criticisms of
the shortcomings of the present United Nations, and for its knowledge-
able recommendations for improvements which may be attainable
without a drastic overhaul. I believe that this report shows the kind
of analysis of what needs to be done that comes out of the personal
experience of these two Congressmen as members of our de egation
to the United Nations.

And T should like to say a word in praise of the recent report of
the Commission to Study the Organization of Peace “The United
Nations: The Next 25 %ears,” by its chairman, Louis B. Sohn,
professor of international law at Harvard University. a longtime
contributor to CURE’s discussions and now & consultant to the State
Department. His study embodies the kind of imaginative and con-
structive thinking America needs.

This is not the time to go into a detailed discussion of specific
improvements and reforms. I should like to incorporate by reference
into this statement our report, “‘Freedom in a Federal World,” which
for several years has been, I believe, the most thorough examination
of this subject in print. Among the material which this book includes
is a draft for revision of the %nited Nations Charter to give it the

owers of a government of international affairs, and a list with brief
lographies of some 350 current contributors to the studies of our
conference.

On the feasibility of revisions I should like to make only a few
g?naral remarks. Some small changes in the charter of the United

ations have already taken place. More are needed, desirable and
practicable. Some observers fike to say that the United Nations
cannot be more than the sum of its parts. But you can say the same
thing about the United States, which is to the pride of all of us a
great deal more than the sum of its parts.

At no point can anyone truthfully say that the job is impossible.
It is only tremendously difficult in many ways, and I refer you again
to our book for arguments that if we have the will, there is a possible
solution for every obstacle.

The United States should study with great care the kind of United
Nations it wants. A strong U.S. policy toward the United Nations
will make a strong United States. at is good for humanity is good
for our country and for its citizens. With this basic principle, the
world wants and will welcome our wisdom and our leadership.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. Chairman, has anyone brought up the matter of this agenda
item in the United Nations, the placing of the charter revision item
on the agenda of the United Nations next fall?

Mr. GALLAGHER. It has been mentioned. I don’t believe there has
been an in-depth discussion.
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Mr. MiLLarp. I hear it so often said that we would not get support
of the smaller and less powerful nations of the “Third World” if we
attempted to exercise an initiative for strengthening the United
Nations for reform. As a matter of fact, the evidence is that we might
have a lot more support than we had anticipated.

Mr. GarragHER. Thank you, Mr. Millard.

On page 2 you state that we must help to build the United Nations
and that this is vital to our interest and to our survival. What specific
suggestions would you offer on this point and in what direction should
we proceed in the guildi of the United Nations?

Mr. MiLLarp. I can also endorse the suggestions which I believe
will come from Mr. Donald Keys or Mr. William Claire from the
World Association of World Federalists and the World Federalists,
United States, of which I am a member and officer, and these are, 1
think, close-range suggestions which have a great deal of practicality
and would not require for the most part any real changes in its charter
or a conference to review the charter.

There are many things which we can do in an immediate perspective.
The report by the Commission to Study the Organization of Peace, I
believe, looks farther into the future. One of its recommendations, I
think, is particularly good, and I think really the central one, that if
we strengthen the system of representation in the General Assembly,
we will have given it the capacity to grow in the direction of world law.

Someone mentioned just now that the United States is swamped as
one of the 126 nations. This is absolutely true. Obviously we need a
better system of representation before we can give more power to the
United Nations. I think this is perhaps the pivotal change which we
should try to encourage.

Mr. GALLAGHER. Sir, in connection with the question of charter
revision, do you believe that the United Nations can be updated and
strengthenecr and made more relevant to the task confronting it
without charter revision, but through some other means as some other
witnesses have suggested, or do you think that the charter revision
is itself the way?

Mr. MiLrarp. I feel we ought to approach this kind of question in
much the same way an American corporation or, for that matter, a
tf:orporation anywhere in the world approaches the question of its

uture.

You are likely to have a plan for the next year and a plan for the
next 2 and 5 and 10 years, perhaps a timetable, maybe not in terms of
exact years, but a Limetagle for evolution and for growth and for
development and perhaps for change of emphasis or whatever it
might be.

%Lhink that if we look ahead, we can see recommendations such as
those of Mr. Don Keys, who is our observer for the World Federalists
at the United Nations. I think you can see such revelations as this is as
things that can be done in a fairly immediate future.

I think you look ahead to the sort of recommendations that Professor
Sohn and Mr. Eichelberger make in their report and you see directions
in which we clearly should go and you may find steps that you can
take in such a direction. If you examine our book, “Freedom in a
Federal World,” I think you will perhaps have a clearer picture of
where we would like to go.
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To get from here to there is a bit difficult. It is like & man said in
some Southern context, “You ecan’t get from here to there.” As a
matter of act, you can. It just sometimes seems as though it is ter-
ribly difficult. It is_terribly difficult. It is a supreme effort of the
human community if we can do it. I am very much in favor of the
immediate steps.

I think repeal of the Connally amendment would be a difficult thing
to do. You would get tremendous opposition. If you do repeal it, you
would not have accomplished a great deal. That is why I mention a
more representative system in the General Assembly of the United
Nations, perhaps a more representative assembly, such as in the House
of Representatives.

Mr. GALLAGHER. If you want to amend that to a 4-year term, you
would pick up a lot of support.

In connection with that, since the Soviet Union is, in fact, opposed
to charter revision and since it can also veto any charter changes,
would it not be counterproductive to move in that direction, knowing
that we can’t get there?

Mr. MiLrarp. I think it would not be counterproductive.

Mr. GaLracaER. Would it not divide the organization even further?

Mr. MiLrarp. I think not necessarily so. Some people say, and I
think the State Department has sometimes said, that charter review
is a kind of can of worms or Pandora’s box; if we open it, we may
wind up with a worse United Nations than we have now or none.
I can’t see this, because the power of the Soviet Union to veto changes
in the charter does not include the power to impose a worse charter.
I think there are a lot more people who would oppose amendments
intended to destroy or damage the United Nations than the very
small numerical quantity of nations which would oppose strengthening
the charter.

So, I don’t see the deteriorating. I do see a very serious question,
perhaps the most serious, but certainly not an’insoluble one, of
maneuvering through the coming years and through proposals for
strengthening the ‘%nited Nations in such a way that we secure the
assent of the Soviet Union and of the other interested nations—you
could mention China or the British Commonwealth or the United
States of Europe, other powerful interest groups—to this sort of
progress.

e have seen the painful procedure that has gone on for a decade
or more and may go on for another decade or more in constructing a
United States of Europe, but we are all in favor that this should
happen, I think, and it will strengthen international organization in
one of its most important single areas and I think that we have to
contemplate that an effort to strengthen the United Nations is
Eging to be as massive and must be as persistent an effort as it has

en to build the United States of Europe.

I don’t think that the resistance of the Soviet Union or of com-
munism is anywhere near so monolithic as some people would like to
assume. We have a chapter in this book, but I think as you examine
the interests of this Soviet Union, a great many of their interests
coincide with ours and progress is not impossible. I am not an
optimist, but I certainly am not a hundred-percent pessimist.

I think maybe we have one chance in five of accomplishing any-

thing like this before we have a catastrophe, but I am on the side of
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the one chance in five. Mathematically that is a great deal better
than no chance. It is infinitely better than no chance.

Mr. GaLuacaer. What essential change in the United Nations
structure do you feel cannot be accomplished without charter
revision?

Mr. MiLarp. I think the most important one is this question of
representation. I don’t see how the I‘}nit;ed States is going to give
greater power, or Russia or some other nations or some other larger
powers—I don’t see how the larger powers are going to be willing to
give greater lawmaking authority, let us say, to the United Nations,
unless the system of representation is sufficiently equitable that we
have a proper place.

We can see it very clearly in our own instance. I think if we examine
the interest of other people, such as the Soviet Union, it is equally
clear if we look at it from their point of view.

Mr. Garracaer. What other point do you suggest?

Mr. MiLLagp. I believe that those are two of the principal ones.
The United States and Russia are the principal opponents of United
Nations reform. I don’t think we need to be. 'IJ think we need to guide
such tendencies toward reform wisely. I think it is very significant
that, for instance, the Scandinavian nations are very strongly for a
reform and a strengthening of the United Nations.

I believe that you are probably aware that the parliamenta oup
for world government in the Danish Parliament includes s.lif Ell:tt a
couple of Communists or mavericks of some sort in the Danish
Parliament. The same sort of situation obtains in Norway.

There are similar groups in Canada, Britain, and Japan, some 17
nations in all. This is a significant thing. I think that one or two of
you gentlemen are members of Congress for Peace Through Law and
this 1s, I think, one of the real hopes for America and for the world.

Mr. GaLLacHER. Mr. Frelinghuysen?

Mr. FreuingeUYsEN. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

As a member of Congress for Peace Through Law I am thoroughly
confused by your testimony, because I am not sure what your message
is. You seem to be saying that charter revision is essential if the
United Nations is to grow. Yet you waffled when you answered
Mr. Gallagher’s question about whether the Soviet Union would not
oppose charter revision and whether it might not be counterproductive.

ou said, as I recall, that we should work in such a way as to secure
the assent of the Soviet Union. Are you contending that the only wa
for really significantly strengthening the United Nations is throug
charter revision? You do not think that an attempt to secure charter
revision, which results in disagreement among the major powers, will
weaken the U.N. and not strengthen it?

Surely, as a practical matter there is no automatic salvation in
charter revision. I have not found one thing you have advocated that
could not be accomplished without charter revision, except perhaps
a drastic reshuffling of the individual votes of member nations in
the Assembly.

I think the member nations would be most unlikely to go along with
this l})ropnsal if this is what you propose. Surely the pressure from the
smaller nations is not to enable the larger nations to exercise more
power than they presently do in the United Nations.
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I assume the pressure by the smaller nations is because they feel
there has been a certain sluggishness on the part of the major nations.
I doubt very much whether your criticism of the U.S. position is fair.
You say that the United States is not trying to strengt.gen the United
Nations and you denigrate the President’s references to it. I wonder
in what way you think the United States could dump the problem
of Vietnam on the United Nations.

Surely President Johnson tried hard enough, but the United Nations
has the basic sense to know that it cannot at this stage cope usefully
with a problem like that. So it is a refusal on the part oﬁP the inter-
nat.ionarcommunity to accept responsibility, not an unwillingness on
the part of the United States to share the responsibility for the problem
of Vietnam, that is at issue here.

What exactly, to get down to cases, do you think will develop
through charter revision that can’t be done without charter revision?
And don’t you as a practical matter foresee troubles by using the
charter revision approach?

Mr. MiLLARD. l; foresee troubles in any instance. I think we have
to be bold enough to attempt to solve the problems that confront us
by correspondingly strong measures.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. I am not sure whether charter revision is a
strong measure or a disastrous measure. I would su pose that the
United Nations can cope, without charter revision, with the problems
of pollution.

t can also cope with the problems of the seas. It presently is
examining those questions anc{) it does not require charter revision
to do that. The will is there in those areas.

You don’t need charter revision. So, I am not sure you are not
slogaﬁllizing by suggesting that charter revision is a panacea for
anything,

fwould like one instance, other than a drastic shift in the way
member nations vote so as to give big nations more votes in the
General Assembly. I guess this is what you are saying, what you would
envisage.

I don’t know whether our friends in Sierra Leone would be enthu-
siastic about giving us votes on the basis of our wealth and population.
They may think they do not have enough now of & role in the governing
of the international organizations.

Mr. MiLLagrp. I think there is a good answer to that, Mr. Con-
gressman. 1 hope I don’t leave out any parts of it. I am going to go
to the center of this, if I may, and try to offer some considerations
which might occur to us as we attempt to explore this path.

In tl:gl%nt. place, it does seem to me that the Unite States can’t
go very far in giving greater power to the United Nations, particularly
in the area of peacekeeping——

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. l.liL)gid you say it can or cannot?

Mr. Mmrarp. Cannot go” very far, particularly in the area of
peacekeeping, unless we feel that there is & sufficiently valid repre-
sentational system so that its votes will be responsible. I think this
is a case for responsible government at least in those areas which we
do try to give to the United Nations. :

We would not attempt to govern the United States with a system
like the United Nations, for example. Peacekeeping is so important
that it is crucial, it is essential. Unress we get peacekeeping as we go
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along, not necessarily within 12 months from now, but certainly
within the reasonable future, the sort of testimony that this young
man from the United Nations Association has been giving about the
faith of the future generation is going to have the most ominous sort
of answer.

It does seem to me if we examine this, that we should be very care-
fully considering—I am not trying to be an arbitrary authority on this
matter, but I think we should examine very carefully with our friends
from Sierra Leone——

Mr. GALLAGHER. In a minute I am going to yield to the gentleman
from Sierra Leone.

Mr. MiLLarp. Yes. I think we ought to examine ver{qcarefully
whether in order to secure stronger powers for the United Nations to
give its writ of authority a broader run in the affairs of the earth, they
might not seriously consider a reapportionment of the representational
system, which would in turn encourage the United States to be
willing to give stronger powers to the United Nations.

Mr. FreuiNgHUYSEN. If I understand you, and I may well not,
you are suggesting that we should not take the leadership in strength-
ening the peacekeeping responsibilities of the U.N. unless there is a
drastic shift in the methods of voting at the U.N. If you were playing
God, what kind of votes would you give to the United States that
would enable us to take a major role in developing more effective
peacekeeping machinery? You are definitely telling us we should not
take the initiative in strengthening or attempting to strengthen the
peacekeeping function unless there is a dramatic shift in the present
voting arrangement.

Mr. MiLLAarp. I hate to come on as an isolationist, but as a matter
of fact, I have to confess I am a Republican. I am a retired officer in
the U.S. Naval Reserve, and I feel just as strongly as a good many of
my very conservative friends about awarding the powers of life and
death to a nonrepresentational World Assembly or World Court.

I think it is an important thing that this should become a competent
international parliament if we are going to attempt to give it some
really decisive powers in this area.

l\g. FRELINGHUYSEN. So, you are saying we should not attempt to
strengthen peacekeeping under the present method of earmarking
funds, voting in the Assembly, the role of the Security Council?
You say there must be a drastic shift in the structure and develop-
ment of what I guess you are calling a parliamentary system?

Mr. MiLLarp. Yes. I think there is a very definite limit upon how
far we can go in giving additional powers to the United Nations in its
present unrepresentative condition; yes, sir.

Mr. FreuingaUYSEN. I don’t know why you are rapping the
knuckles of the present administration for not doing more if you say
you would not do as much as we are attempting, because the structure
18 wrong.

- l\lflr. éALLAGHER. I am not going to get involved in this Republican
18108.

MIg FrevuiNgHUYSEN. I might say this is not a Republican position
that our witness is taking.

Mr. MiLuarp. I feel that as we direct attention to the need for
United Nations reform, we put ourselves in a much better position
with respect to immediate problems, such as Vietnam. If we had
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called to the attention of the United Nations the fact that reforms
were necessary if it could not take on the problems of Southeast
Asia, we would be in a much better position to hold the fort, pending
securing some sort of international agreement.

The fact of the matter is that our greatest culpability in Vietnam in
my estimation is the fact that we have not tried anywhere near hard
enough to strengthen the United Nations so that it is capable of
taking over such a job.

That is a broad statement, but I do believe in this area what I
am saying is applicable.

Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN. Your reasoning escapes me still, Mr. Millard.
I have enjoyed listening to you, but I think I disagree with most of
what you are saying.

Mr. Fascern. But you don’t know why.

Mr. FreLINGHUYSEN. As I understand it, I do know why. I think
the witness is being thoroughly unrealistic in suggesting that the
member nations would agree to a drastic shift in the voting strength
of those nations. I would suppose an increase in the power of the
Security Council, and a greater degree of control by the major powers
over the smaller powers, would not be agreeable to a great majority
of the member nations.

For that reason I think we are talking in circles.

Mr, MiLrarp. Congressman Frelinghuysen, 1 should like, if I may,
to make an observation on that, because it seems to me that what
I am supporting here with instances is the validity of the study by
the presidential commission which Congressman Gallagher has
proposed in his resolution.

I think we need to explore many of these questions much more
thoroughly than we have and I think that some of the assumptions
upon which we have been basing our reasoning in the past may not
prove to be as valid as we have thought. It is only a suggestion, sir.

It is a suggestion that we should study these matters much more
deeply than we have.

r. FRELINGHUYSEN. I could understand your endorsement of Mr.
Gallagher’s resolution and it is very commendable of you to take
that position.

Mr. GatragrER. I do, too. .

Mr. MiLuagp. You can get a better argument between Republi-
cans sometimes than you can get between Democrats and Republi-
cans. I think world law is a very genuine conservative goal, because
it is the conservatives of our world community who, I elieve, have
the very greatest stake in world order, just as it was at the time of
our American Revolution and the writing of the United States
Constitution. i

There is a great similarity there. T think Republicans are right at
the heart of it, as are all our citizens.

Mr. GALLAGHER. Mr. Fascell?

Mr. Fascern. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

I think the discussion between you and Mr. Frelinghuysen has
sufficiently clarified your position if it was not clear before. The whole
purpose of the committee’s study is to do exactly what you are
suggesting. Obviously there will be no major changes, either adminis-
tratively or charter revisions, in the United Nations unless the United
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States is prepared to review its own positions and come up with
possibilities 0}) action.

It seemed to all of us that the 25th anniversary was a good time
to do that. It takes a joint effort on the part of the Congress and the
present administration to make that kind of review. To at least
consider the axiom that charter revision is a can of worms, which it
may very well be, but at least we ought to take another look at it and
see if there are some that we can make.

So far as the representation question is concerned, the problem is
that given the demographic distribution in the world today and the
national boundaries that exist, that you may very well wind up with
another representational imbalance.

Certainly if you had a representation in the United Nations General
Assembly based on the number of citizens per district, for example, as
we do in the United States—the United gtates could very well find
itself in a very inequitable position.

Mr. MiLLarp. If I might answer that part, because I might forget
the first part of your question.

There has been a considerable study of representation systems and
no one that I know of supports a pure population basis and I don’t
think that a basis of electrical energy or education——

Mr. FasceLr. Or number of miles of railroads.

Mr. MiLLARrp. Yes, that sort of thing, won’t go very well in Sierra
Leone, for example. And I don’t support it. However, in our book we
have examined the possibility of a system of representation based on
the square root of population. In other words, a sliding scale, a square
root, an exponential or logarithmic scale.

Mr. Fascevn. It is just a criterion for representation?

Mr. MiLLARD. Yes.

hil:;[r.} FascELL. As a criterion for representation you can use any-
t

r. MiuLarp. That happens to come out with still a very strong
representation for small nations and a representation which is more
realistic for the United States.

In the most recent calculations we made, I think, we came out at
15 United States representatives in the House of Peoples out of 533,
something of that nature. In other words, it would be considerably
more than now, but nowhere near as great as it would be on the basis
of ’Fopulation.

he same thing would happen in China.

Mr. FasceLL. E‘l‘he point you are making is there are actual criteria
which would lead to a different base, which might give you some
reasons to lead to substantial changes in the function of the organiza-
tion politically?

Mr. MiuLaRD. A possible compromise. I think some less powerful
nations might be very willing to consider such compromises.

Mr. Fascerr. The point is still valid, of course, that now is the
time for us to take a look. That is what you are basically sugiest.ing?

Mr. MiLrarp. I think it is worth noting, too, that for the

ast
several years there have not been any fulltime employees of the ET.S.
Government in the Department of State or in the Arms Control and
Disarmament Agency responsible for continuing studies in the area
of international organization and strengthening the United Nations.
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You are proPosing that we fill in this ap and undertake such a
program. I can’t praise you too much for doing so.

r. FasceLL. We are in agreement on the basic objective and
what you have been trying to do diligently is to stay away from
specifics.

Mr. MiLrarp. I am not trying to tell you how to do it.

Mr. FascerL. Your point is that there are specifics which are
available for consideration.

Mr. MiLLagDp. Precisely.

Mr. FasceLn. They have been proposed by a great many experts
that have devoted a lifetime of study to the problem.

Mr. MiuLagp. I think the U.S. Government has to get into this
sort of study. You are doing the best thing that has been done for
quite some time.

Mr. FascerL. I appreciate your being here and testifying and
answering our questions.

Mr. GALLAGHER. Thank you very much, Mr. Millard.

Mr. MiLLarp. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr, GaLvacHER. Reverend Klotzle, we welcome you here,

The bells have rung and we must be leaving shortly to go to the
floor. If it is agreeable, we will place your statement in the record at
this point and you may summarize it for us.

STATEMENT OF DANA E. KLOTZLE, UNITED NATIONS REPRESENT-
ATIVE OF THE UNITARIAN UNIVERSALIST ASSOCIATION

Mr. KrotzLE. I congratulate the chairman on his display of bravery.

enever you ask a clergyman to summarize a statement, you are
apt to get a longer speech than the statement itself.

Mr. FasceLL. Something like a Congressman might also do.

Mr. Krorzie. Be that as it may, I would like to zero in on one or
two points that seem to me to be very significant as we evaluate the
25th anniversary year. I happen to be an optimist myself most of the
time. If you reread history and if you go back and refresh yourself
in terms of the anthropologieal history o man, I am impressed by the
fact that it took three and a half million years for man to reach the
point where he wrote the Babylonian Code. Then there was a short
jump and a skip until he got to the Magna Carta, and then there
were a few more steps before he got to the French Declaration of the
Rights of Man.

ow I have gone by the Mosaic Code and The Sermon on the Mount
and a lot of other things. Then there was quite a spell before we got
to the Universal Declaration of Human Rights.

I would like to zero in on where I think the problem lies insofar as
the strengthening of the United Nations is concerned and that is that
we have not yet had time as & human organism that is still in process
to develop the experience, the understan ing, the psychological know-
how which. will eventually be needed to make an international com-
munity work at the level and pace at which we all want it to work.
That 1s one thing,

The second point I want to make is that it seems to me that the
United States of America has an especial responsibility, I have said
in this statement, to greatly strengthen the United Nations.
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Incidentally I do not believe that tinkering with the charter is
the answer. It does not make any difference how much you change
the charter. We know in this country the problems we face in spite
of the fact that we have probably one of the best constitutions, the
best Bill of Rights, perhaps the best in all history. Yet we still have
problems.

The problem still has to do with helping man to find the will, what
Rollo K/lay calls the “intentionality to fulfill our highest human
aspirations.”

think one of the greatest things the Congress can do in this
25th anniversary year is to remind the country that the United
Nations is really pretty much the creation of idealism, which began
in this country. It has these antecedents that I mentioned before,
that really the United Nations, if not as American as cherry pie—
being a Bostonian, I make the suggestion it is as American as apple
pie—nevertheless is close to the idealism which has developed in the
American people.

I do not believe that the American people are necessarily going to
follow the ways of violence and war forever. I think there is a.no%her
part of our history.

What I am saying, as one who is not a cloistered theologian, since
my responsibilities throughout the year has been in the international
field on three or four continents, is that we need to stress the affirma-
tive. We need to give some real solid backing to the idea that the
United Nations is not a foreign import at all. It was Franklin
Roosevelt, and I so state in my statement, who convinced Churchill
and Stalin to form the United Nations, to put the idea in process
before the end of the Second World War,

I have made some other suggestions here which I hope you may
have time to read, but basica.ﬁy it seems to me that we must con-
vince ourselves of this basic fact that man, though he is a creature
in the process of becoming, nevertheless does have and has demon-
strated in enough individuals a capacity for ethical living, for spiritual
living, if you want to put it in those terms, of being willing to share
with his fellow human beings around the world to give us hope and
optimism.

I think this is the emphasis that will carry us through to the second
25 years of the United Nations.

hank you very much, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. GaLuagaER. Thank you very much, Mr, Klotzle.

Mr. KrorzLe. Would you be willing to include my consensus and
my statement, too, which I think is the only document of its kind
that T know about.

Mr. GAaruagaEr. We will be very happy to include it. Without
objection, it will be included.

(Statement and consensus follow:)

StaTEMENT PRESENTED BY REV. DANA E. Krorzie, UniTep Narions REPRE-
SENTATIVE FOR THE UNITARIAN UNIVERSALIST ASSOCIATION

Mr. Chairman and distinguished members of the Committee, the Unitarian
Universalist Association of Churches which I represent at this hearing unanimously
resolved at its annual Continental meeting helcfat. Boston last July “to rededicate
our loyalties and energies in full support of the United Nations” as it enters its
second quarter of a century of service to mankind on October 24 of this year.
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In a detailed statement of Consensus approved by 1800 delegates representing all
of our states we affirmed our basic ethical conviction “‘that man possesses the
ethical and spiritual qualities to create the universal human community called
for by the prophets of the world’s great religions.”

Mr. Chairman, our optimistic faith in man’s growing ability to forge a United
Nations strong enough “to save succeeding generations from the scourge of war’
is akin to that spirit of innovation which brought forth a Constitution and Bill of
Right,s based on the premise that free men have the capacity to govern themselves
and to develop their highest potentialities.

8ir, we pay meaningful honor and homage to our founding fathers when we
recall that the basic plea for a United Nations was sounded even before the end
of the Second World War by an American President, Franklin Delano Roosevelt,
seconded by Winston Churchill, the greatest pragmatist of them all. These two
realists painfully aware of the devastation, destruction and death which had
already cost the lives of fifty million individuals declared in the Atlantic Charter
(August 14, 1941) “that all Nations for realistic as well as spiritual reasons must
come fo the abandonment of force and the establishment of a peace which will
afford to all nations the means of dwelling together in safety within their own
boundaries and afford assurance that all men in all lands may live out their lives
in freedom from fear and wnnt.——ﬁacuring for all, improved labor standards,
economic advancement and social security.”

In ﬂwﬁ:t was President Roosevelt who persuaded Churchill and Stalin to lay
the foundations of the United Nations while the war was still in process. The
formal signing of the United Nations Charter at San Francisco on June 25, 1945,
and the location of its headquarters in New York City are directly traceable to
the American belief in man’s capacity to eliminate vio ence, war, poverty, ignor-
ance, and disease from the face of the earth. I respectfully submit, Sir, that the
United Nations is not only as American as cherry pie (apple pie in my native
Boston), but that our country bears a special moral and political responsibility
to support and strengthen the world body at all levels.

During the 24th General Assembly, Mr. Chairman, two sensitive and con-
cerned members of Congress, the Honorable Dante Fascell and the Honorable
Irving Whalley, served on the U.S. delegation and presented a most provocative
report to the ngrms, as you know, called “To Save Succeeding Generations.”
The report stated in part that—“The United Nations, whatever the flaws,
remains the embodiment of man’s unending quest for peace with justice and
opportunity for a better life for all men.”” The report then asks “What can and
should the U.S. Government do?”

Sir, permit me as a full time Non-Governmental Representative to the U.N.,
acutely aware of the need for United States initiatives at the U.N., to respect-
fully suggest several items for your consideration.

irst, that our country officially recognize the Peoples’ Republic of China and
take the necessary initiatives in the General Assembly which would permit that
nation to take its rightful place on the Security Council. I have just returned
from a ageaking trip to Canada and confirm that it is only a matter of time before
our neighbors to the north extend relations with Mainland China and, therefore,
be in a position to enjoy the economic and human benefits forthcoming. The news
photo portraying Henry Ford in Moscow is indicative of the changes that must
of nemi? be made in our relationships with the U.8.8.R. and China. Second,
the United States must become more actively involved in assisting black Africans
in South Africa, South West Africa, Southern Rhodesia, Angola, and Mozambique
to throw off the J'Oke of white supremacy. Statements by U.S. representatives
ca.llui;:lj for an end to apartheid do not mean much when meas against our
ref to serve on the U.N. Council for Namibia (South West Africa); the
financial support given South Africa by the private sector; the military support
ﬂen to Portugal, which enables this' NATO ally to repress black millions in

ola and Mozambique through the use of 160,000 troops.

hird, if the U.N. is to become a really effective instrument for peace the
United States must re the Connally amendment and demonstrate its faith
in the international body by submitting disputes to the International Court and
accepting decisions randerec{

Fourth, the United States must ratify the Conventions and Treaties Perta.ining
to basic human rights if the U.N. is to develop an effective rule of world law.

Fifth, most important is the need for this country, as the strongest power
economically and militarily on earth to yield a measure of national sovereignity
to the United Nations as an example to other nations.
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Do not misunderstand me, Mr. Chairman, I am very proud of the support
given by my country to the U.N. in the areas of economic and social development.
Our support of the U.N. and its several specialized agencies, though greater than
many nations, is woefully inadequate, if placed alongside the moral and material
resources we could place at its disposal.

We can, Sir, and we must give support to the U.N. if we are “to save succeed-
ing generations from the scourage of war” and halt what Secretary General U
Thant has termed ‘““the mad momentum of the arms race.” You may be assured,
Mr. Chairman, that increased support for the United Nations will receive strong
backing from the members of our Churches.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.




STATEMENT OF CONSENSUS
ON THE UNITED NATIONS

PREAMBLE

We religious liberals of several backgrounds and cultures
seek to strengthen the United Nations in its efforts to
eliminate war, discrimination, poverty, and disease by
reaffirming our belief in the essential unity of the human
family. We believe that the common bond of concern
which grows out of the universality of man's social needs
and ethical aspirations will make it progressively possible
for all men and nations 1o move beyond nationalism
toward world community.

We recognize that man § the ethical and spiritual
= :

registering and reducing conventional arms until there is
general and complete disar under int I
control. These goals should be reached quickly, and in no
way thwart the legitimate right of all nations to the peace-
ful uses of the atom. Savings Iting from disar
measures can be applied to more constructive programs,
both d i i ional. While there are risks to
nation states that disarm, these are mare than out-weighed
by the protection from nuclear destruction,

B. We reaffirm the objective of the UN. “to be a center for
harmonizing the actions of nations” and “to develop friendly

inter

capacities to create the uni 1 [ called
for by the prophets of the world's great religions. Through
this consensus, designed to strengthen and implement the
principles of the United Nations Charter, we call upon
our members to reaffirm their commitment to the objec-
tives and activities of the U.N,

A. We reaffirm the major objective of the U.N. “to save

di jons from the of war,"

& & L)

1. Disarmament.

lations among nations.”
2 Universal Membership,

We recognize the necessity 1o include all states in the
U.N. The work of the organization has been distorted
through the continued absence of the People’s Republic of
China. We favor the immediate inclusion of the People’s
Republic of China in the U.N. We further urge that North
and South Korea, North and South Vietnam, and East and
West Germany be admitted to U.N. membership in the
belief that such membership will lead 10 a reduction of
jons in these divided areas.

We support U Thant's assertion that “the gr danger
facing the world today is the nuclear arms race (which)
hulnbehnkadnndmmedilhmwzityislnmrviw,“
We underline the conclusions of the U.N. Committee of
Experts that were nuclear weapons “ever to be used in
numbers, hundreds of millions of people might be killed,
and civilization, as we know it, as well as organized com-
munity life, would inevitably come to an end in the coun-
tries involved in the conflict,”

‘We hail the initial steps on the long road to general and

lete disar : the establish of a hot-li

3. Refugees.
We support the continuing efforts of the TN, lo meet the
m&su!mfugm;lhmughﬂwﬂﬁceofm}!igh(‘bmmis—
sioner for Refugees and the UN. Relief Works Agency
assisting Palestinian refugees, We call upon Member States
to broaden the High Commissioner's mandate which is
presently limited to meeting the needs of refugees forced to
seek haven outside of their original nation or territory, U.N.
agencies should be given the power 1o assist refugees in all

. nud;survfne zones in Antarctica, Latin America, and onm:
* space, the partial test-ban treaty, and the non-prolifera-
tion treaty. We acknowledge the painstaking negotiations

We urge increased efforts by the UN. to develop
a per 1 program for Palestinian refugees
commensurate with their right of self-determination.

4. Decolonizats

through the Conference of the Eighteen-Nation C

" on Disarmament and other bodies. We admit that the
stockpiles of both conventional and nuclear arms have
risen markedly, even while the nations have negotiated;
and that five states have become military nuclear powers,
and at least a dozen more, civilian nuclear powers. We
call for these urgent next steps: a comprehensive test-ban
treaty; the limitation, reduction, and elimination of offen-
sive and def; nuclear missil dditional nuclear-
free zones, including the sea-bed; and coll 1

We commend the U.N. for its vital role in aiding many
former colonial areas to achieve independenice and nation-
hood. We endorse the Declaration on the Granting of
Independence to Colonial Countries and Peoples, adopted
in 1960, which asserts that “the subjection of peoples to
alien subjection, domination, and exploitation comstitutes
a denial of fund 1 h rights, is ¥ to the
Charter, and is an impediment to world peace and co-

{ 4




Millions of Africans are still living under colonialism in
M i and Sout} Africa. We call upon

lems of air and water pollution, erosion, and the effects of
I:nnudel We commend the recent efforts of the UN. to

Rona 00 hac i
: P

e

: ‘ South Alfrica’s
apartheid system as a “crime against humanity.” We also
condemn the tacit support given apartheid by the major
trading partners of South Africa, ie, United Kingdom,
USA., anun,WutGermmy.nndF‘nm We urge our
gover o ¢ ly to the UN. Trust
Fund for South Africa, the U.N. Educational and Train.
ing Program for South Africa, and the UN. Trust Fund
for refugees from Namibia (Soutt Alfrica) and the
We approve U.N. action calling upon South Africa to
withdraw from Namibia and to permit the legal adminis-
tration of the Territory, the U.N, Council for Namibia, to
guide it to full independence.

C Wemlﬁmthdljcdiwﬂtku.ﬂ "Inldimmur-
P in solving i probl of an
S adra 'k s "
5., Economic and Social Development.

a. Second Development Decade.
We support the Second Develop

Decade pl d by

the U.N. for the 1970's. We regret that the goal of the
First Development Decade of the 1960's (which called
upon the developed nations to contribute one percent of
their gross national product to assist the de\reklpmg coun-
tries) fell far short of achi We 11

the UN. Development Program which muu lhu low-

income states to make more fully productive the vastly
under-utilized potential wealth of their human and natu-
ral resources.
b. Population and Food.
We are much encouraged by the progress of the develop-
ing countries to increase food production by nearly six
t in 1968. We note with alarm, however, that this
splendid effort was more than half offset by an annual
population increase of three percent. Therefore, we urge
expansion of current U.N. programs to moderate popula-
tion growth and call upon our countries to contribute

technig wmmmaﬁmpﬂuﬂ
the natural mvummmt.nndm)dmu.l‘y aspects
which can best be solved tk kb
We endorse the U.N. Conference on the Human Environ-
ment planned for 1972.

d. Draft Declaration on Social Progress and

Development.
We agree with the basic principle of this draft Declaration
which states that “all peoples and all human beings with-
out distinction as to race, color, sex, language, religion,
nationality, ethnic origin, family or social status, or poli-
tical or other conviction shall have the right to live in
dignity and freedom and to enjoy the fruits of social prog-
ress and should contribute toward it."
D. We reaffirm the objective of the U.N. “to promote and en-
courage respect for human rights and fundamental freedoms.”

6. Human Rights.
We reaffirm “our faith in fundamental human rights, in
the dignity and worth of the human person, in the equal
rights of men and women, and of nations, large and small.”
We commend the Universal Declaration of Human Rights,
adopted in 1943, as “a common standard of achievement
of all peoples and nations.” We believe the drafting of this
instrument was in itself a memorable and dramatic act of
faith in man's capacity to develop a universal ethical code
governing the behavior of nations and peoples, despite the
broad diversity of cultural, religious, legal, social, and
economic systems. We rejoice that the Declaration has
acquired high political and moral authority. We endorse
the proposal of the Economic and Social Council for the
election of a U.N. High Commissioner for Human Rights.
We urge ratification by all States of the two Human Rights
Covenants — Economic, Social and Cultural Rights and
Civil and Political Rights — and Human Rights Conven-
tions not yet ratified, especially on genocide, the political
rights of women, anti-slavery, and forced labor.
We pledge our full support for the Declaration on the
Elimination of all Forms of Racial Discrimination adopted
in 1963, Weurgenﬂmmtimluwmdumn,wngn
thu Declaration and impl it promptly in their
1 and practices. We urge that the Inter-

generously 1o the Secretary-General's Popul Fund
which supports these programs.
We endorse the priorities set by the Food and Agricultural
Organization, namely, the introduction of high-yielding
varieties of basic foods, closing the protein gap, reducing
waste and improving the quality of rural life. We urge
the creation of a new U.N. agency on protein production
and distribution, and a U.N. Food Reserve to meet famine.
¢ Human Eavironment,

‘We are aware that the world will soon be unfit for human
existence unless prompt steps are taken to cope with prob-

1 Cai on the Eli of all Forms of
and of Discrimination based on Religion and
Bebefbepmmpﬂyldnpmiundmnﬁ!d.'!‘humldm-.
sure “the right o freedom of though .
mbeln!mdhwdmnhvmnh:p,mch,andynm
religion.”
We support U.N. eﬂmw"mmmemunhulegal
pmceduru,-ndr.hc guards for the
accused in capital cases, where the death penalty obtains.”
We favor the abolition of the death penalty by all Mem-
ber States.




F- w:mlﬁrmlheah]otfmdtkU.N “to take effective

for the p and | of threats
mﬁ:mmdlu&:nwuio.dmduggmw
other breaches of the peace.”

7. Pacific Settlement of Disputes.

The Security Council, the General Assembly, the Secre-
tary-General, and other organs of the U.N. have had an
impressive record of maintaining international peace in
d:e fm:! of civil war, international war, and other disputes.
crisis situations call for improvement and ex-

of existing UN. g k g machinery. A cadre

of UN. ohemn:bouldbefarnwdutdgivmlhenemA
sary logistical and political support. We d those

that he may effectively implement peacekeeping opera-
tions voted by the Security Council and the Assembly.

We support the Secretary-General's efforts to recruit inter-
national civil servants of the highest possible calibre, will-
ing to give their full loyalty to the U.N.

10. The Future.

Although the Charter of the U.N., like the constitutions
of many states, is an imperfect instrument, we concur with
U Thant's observation that the present Charter is “ade-
quate,” if Member States resolve to live up to its prin-
ciples. We urge our respective governments to follow the

nations which have trained and made available stand-by
forces, and urge that new forces be made available. We
urge the creation of a prof 1 U.N. peacekeeping force
recruited from all nations and fully committed to the
principles of the Charter. A new U.N. peacekeeping fund
could be developed to which individuals, foundations, and
nations could contribute. In all these measures, there must
be an initial imaginative fulfillment of existing obligations
by member states, using existing machinery, and the early
devising of new machinery.

8. Role of International Law,

Peace depends upon the progr codification of time-
tested international norms which even nmow provide the
nations with the basic foundation for a world legal system.
We commend the U.N. for its successful efforts to adopt
rules of procedure in the Security Council, General Assem-
bly, and the Specialized Agencm w}uth, 'hy pm‘nd.lng a
common “frame of reference,” and “

the development of inter

P ]

1 law.

We call upon our respective gover to d
pramnl support for international law by regularly sub-
to the Ini ional Court of Justice for

ad;udnmn,mdlonpumahﬂebycomdumhy

dopting the C y Juri clause of the Statute
of the International Cmu't of Justice. We urge faithful
support and lmpl!mrnt.nmn of U.N. resolutions as a prac-
tical method of gtk g the enfs powers of
the UN,

S. The Role of the S y-General and S

The U.N. has been most effective whenever the Secretary-
General has taken the initiative under Article 99 of the
Charter 10 resolve disputes through mediation, concilia-
tion, and informal diplomacy. We concur with the recom-

dation of the C to Study the Organization
of Peace that “members provide the Secretary-General
with political advice and counsel in matters in which his
personal diplomacy and initiative are crucial.” We also
urge Member States to provide the Secretary-General with
the personnel, transport, and other logistical support so

rec dation of the G o Study the Organi-

zation of Peace calling upon all nations to “recognize that
dle(ﬂmner;samnmmuonmdobservmnea!mprm
ciples and use of its pmdums is not a matter of choice
or diplomatic convenience.” We favor a liberal and dy-
namic mlmpml,utmn o[ the Charwr o pemut the UN. 1o
meet new needs th h the t, and
extension of existing  bodies and pzvcedums

We are convinced that the future success of the U.N.
di ds upon the i d willing of our own nations
o y)e]d a of national ignty to the world
body m the imerest of peace and security for aII We

our ibility for ging our
respecu\-e governments iu]ly o utilize the organs and pro-
cedures of the U.N. and the International Court of Justice
to settle disputes.

We further call upon our governments to increase finan-
cial contributions to the world body, and particularly to
the U.N. Capital Development Fund and the U.N. Indus-
trial Development Organization. We note with alarm that
only a tiny fraction of the funds spent by member states
on armaments is used in support of the UN, and its
agencies. The UN. may gain in effectiveness as it develops
financial resources of its own.

The U.N. Charter can be amended and possible amend-
ments should continue to be studied so that, as national
sovereignty inevitably lessens in a chrinking world, the
strength of the U.N,, and especially of its peacemaking
functions, can increase concommitantly.

Therefore we religious liberals resolve to rededicate our
loyalties and energies in full support of the UN. as it
enters its second quarter of a century in 1970.

11. This Consensus.

This consensus is adopted by the 1969 General Assembly
of the Unitarian Universalist Association of North Amer-
ica, consisting of a broadly representative group of laymen
and ministers. This consensus reflects a substantial pre-
ponderance of opinion, although not necessarily unanimity




on all points, of the majority of delegates present at the
General Assembly. This may, or may not, represent a
majority of members of our local churches and fellow-
ships. Since this denomination cherishes and recognizes
both congregational polity and the freedom of individual
members, this consensus presumes to speak neither for all
delegates w the 1969 General Assembly nor for all mem.

45-302 O - T0 - pt, 2

bers of our Unitarian Universalist churches and fellow-
ships. We recognize that strong differences of opinion may
exist on specific questions among sincere and thoughtful
Unitarian Universalists, notwithstanding our underlying
unity and our commen religious affiliation.

Submitted by the Boord of Trustees on behalf of the Advisory
izl Resporsibility.

Comemitter to the Division of Social
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Mr. Fascern. I think you have touched on two very important

ints, Reverend Klotzle. I think that methodology in structure is
important. I think a statement of principles is absolutely vital.

nderlying the whole thing is what man himself wants to do.
Without that kind of motivation you don’t really have anything.
When you talk about the assembling of all mankind, as Mr. Millard
suggests in his statement, in order to solve the intricate problems
which are about to engulf us, nobody can disagree with that.

The problem, of course, is how do you get the people toegther?
For a long time, in my philosophical discourses, I used to think that
about the onlf way we could do it would be fear from outer space
would drive all mankind together for & common purpose. But that is a
ne%ative approach and I don’t like to be negative. _

would rather be positive and affirmative. Therefore, what it really
involves is a constant search for and action with people to seek for
themselves in an affirmative sense those solutions which are for their
benefit, and sometimes that is extremely difficult to do.

So, it might very well be, as some people have suggested, that the
key to this whole problem really is human motivation. How do you
get it in the normal process of give and take of the “reality of life”?

We know what the ideal is; we know what the realities are. The
problem always is to get from the reality to the ideal.

Mr. KrorzrLe. What I am really trying to put forward is the notion
we ought not to allow ourselves to become discouraged. We want as
much as we can get in this stage of human mystery, but we must
not to allow ourselves to become discouraged if we don’t hit the
jackpot all in the same day.

I used to think you could bring in the kingdom of God on the
weekend. Now I think it is going to take Monday through Friday
in addition.

Mr. Fascern. That is what I call realistic idealism. That is my
philosophy of life.

Mr. GALLAGHER. I see you are not discouraged and are one to
be realistic. Yet I wish we had time to get into the sort of contrariness
of your statement here as to the inconsistent things that we do, such
as our support the United Nations, the goal of the United Nations.
You state here it enables our NATO ally to repress black millions,
which is absolutely true. -

How do we overcome these inconsistencies in the policy developing
stage that apparently we are in? Do we throw them out? Do we
break up N ? at do we do about inconsistent positions such
as you mention? {

r. KrorzLe. I think we have to try to educate the people in
our country to the fact that we are signatories of the charter and that
we have undertaken certain obligations, solemn obligations under
the charter, just as some of us feel we have solemn obligations under
the Constitution and Bill or Rights, which even though we do not
always agree with those who espouse ideas different from ours, never-
theless it must be protected. If we do that, we will build the kind of
public opinion which will make it possible for us not to become
mvolved in South Africa——

Mr. GaLragHER. I am not talking about that. Assuming now that
we all feel what is going on in South Africa is something that we can
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totally oppose, how do we bring to bear the fact that we need NATO
as part of the imperatives of life, which include Portugal and Spain
and Greece, vis-a-vis the need to proceed along the moral lines of
the U.N. principle?

This is the sort of inconsistencies we must live with.

Mr. KvorzLe. Your premise

Mr. GaLLaGHER. It is your premise,

Mr. Krorzie. Without arguing the question of war and peace at
this point, I would put forward the suggestion that we could still
provide Portugal, if this be our desire, with all of the Necessary ac-
couterments under the NATO system, but we could also maie it

very plain that none of these materials could be used by Portugal
to equip armies.

In South Africa that holds down thglpeople there.
hat is part and parcel of the

Mr. GaLragrER. We can do that.
legislation we pass each year.

Mr. KrorzLe. I do think the Congress has to, at one point, deter-
mine whether or not it is necessary in this nuclear age to have the
Azores, for example. I think there are a lot of questions that come up
in that connection.

Mr. GaLLagHER. We are now on the second bell. We must leave.
I want to thank you very much, Reverend. I hope someday you can
come back and exchange further ideas.

The subcommittee stands adjourned subject to the call of the
Chair.

(Whereupon, at 4:30 p.m. the subcommittee adjourned, to recon-
vene at the call of the Chair.)







25TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE UNITED NATIONS

TUESDAY, MAY 12, 1970

Hovuse or REPRESENTATIVES,
CommrTTEE ON FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL
OreANIZATIONS AND MOVEMENTS
Washington, D.C.
The subcommittee met, pursuant to call, at 2:15 p.m., in room
2200, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Cornelius E. Gallagher
(chairman of the subcommittee) presising.
Mr. Garraeaer. The subcommittee will come to order.
We meet to continue our hearings relating to the 25th anniversary
of the United Nations Organization.
This afternoon the subcommittee will receive testimony from four
private witnesses. They are, in the order of their appearance:
Rabbi Gershon B. Chertoff of Temple B'nai Israel, Elizabeth, N.J.
Mr. Robert H. Cory of the Friends Committee on National Legisla-
tion and the American Friends Service Committee.

Mrs. David G. Bradley, vice president of the League of Women
Voters of the U.S.A., accompanied by Mrs. John Ahern, the incoming
folie/}gn Jpohcgichai.rman of the League of Women Voters.

T

- Jack McGann, legislative aide with the Liberty Lobby.

I am particularly delighted to welcome Rabbi Chertoff before this
subcommittee. Rabbi Chertoff is one of the distinguished civic and
religious leaders of the State of New Ji ersey. Heis a verg knowledgeable
gentleman in international affairs and has evidenced eep insight and
concern with the problems of peace and wer.

I am certain that his testimony will contribute significantly to our
g{ndf_art.aking as we attempt to reevaluate U.S. policy toward the United

atlons.

Rabbi Chertoff, we have your excellent statement before us. It
runs 12 pages and, since we have four witnesses today, and have to
divide the time amongst them, we would be happy to put it into the
record at this point and have you summarize it orally in about 5 to 10
minutes.

You may proceed in any way you wish and, if there is time, we will
have opportunity to question you. I am particularly delighted to
welcome you, not only as a fellow resident of New Jersey, but as a
personal {riend.

Please proceed.

(411)
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STATEMENT OF RABBI GERSHON B. CHERTOFF, TEMPLE B'NAI
ISRAEL, ELIZABETH, N.J.

Rabbi Caerrorr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

The need for reevaluation of the relationship between the United
States and the United Nations is so overwhelming, one is led to ask
why House Joint Resolution 1078 was not proposed long before now.
What is required is nothing less than a complete reorientation of our
basic approach and policies toward the U.N.

The study of history confirms the premise that ethies and power
may not be separated in relations among nations. A country that
asserts that its international policy is motivated by purely ethical
considerations is irresponsible. On the other hand, a policy based on
power alone will not lead to fruitful relationships, but can only cause
i other nations a spiral of fear that will inevitably lead to hostilities.
A well-balanced foreign policy must therefore take into account both
the claims of conscience and the demands of power,

Unfortunately, our original concept of the United Nations as it
deals with international problems was based on & misreading of
history and was guided by misplaced idealism. History should have
taught us that any international organization, be it the U.N. or its
predecessor, the League of Nations, 1s a political body.

The U.N. is not a juridical entity nor a world community. It is a
concert of nation-states engaged in the pursuit of their national
interests through the exercise of power politics. Its role is one of
accommodating the power relations of the various members toward
one another. Even if there were a precise legal definition of aggression,
national interests would pervert its meaning.

The U.N. Organization itself reflects the realities of power. The
distinction in the Security Council between permanent and non-
permanent members and the privilege of the veto both acknowledge
the hierarchy of power.

This is as it should be, for it prevents the frivolous use of the vote
by small states to pass resolutions which pose no threat to them,
but which may be harmful to the great powers.

Last March the United States joined Great Britian in vetoing a
resolution calling upon the British to take even military measures to
end what was termed the “illegal” regime in Southern Rhodesia.
Yet Ambassador Yost indicated that this did not signify a change in
American policy toward the veto. If that is so, we have not yet
learned that such sentimentalities have no effect in the world.

By forgoing the use of the veto, we become hostages to the other
permanent members and particularly to the Soviet Union, which is
not at all embarrassed by t-Ee exercise of the veto. '

No instrument of the United Nations is simon pure, nor are their
personnel who execute U.N. policy political eunuchs. U.N. observers
and peacekeeping forces are no solution. In Lebanon in 1958 the U.N.
observers, against the weight of the evidence, denied E%pt.ian and
Syrian aggression. When Mr. Nasser demanded that the U.N. forces
withdraw from the Sinai, the Indian and Yugoslavian commanders
made it clear that they would abandon their positions regardless of
the will of the U.N. -

We have the right to say to our delegates: Ask not what the United
States can do for the United Nations, but what the United Nations
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can do for the United States. This does not mean we can disregard
the moral consel%uences of the political positions we take in the
United Nations. The conscience of the country would not stand for it.

There is a collective conscience in America that will not be denied.
A large part of our citizenry lacks faith in the United Nations because
its members too frequently mask their pursuit of power, domination,
and egoism by a patina of idealism. i

Congressmen Fascell and Whalley in their report, “To Save Sue-
ceeding Generations,” revealed the extent to which the General
Assembly has debased the very concept of human rights for “below
the belt” political purposes. ;

The Assembly—

They wrote—

approved a one-sided resolution which castigated the alleged mistreatment of
civilians in Arab territories oceupied by Israel but completely ignored the plight
of Jews in Syria and Iraq. The United States publicly deplored this action and
abstained from voting on the resolution.

The growth of the General Assembly from the original 51 to the
present 126 states and the change in its political complexion requires
a reexamination of our attitudes and policies. The Ulnit,ed States no
longer can muster a two-thirds majority when required for “imlpor-
tant” questions. The Afro-Asian group of states has a built-in
one-third to checkmate us. Together with the Soviet bloc they are
approaching the two-thirds majority they will need to control the
General Assembly. '

Irresponsibility is becoming apparent in the attitudes of under-
developed countries toward U.N. investment funds. These recipient
states are trying to bypass controls over funds by the contributing
nations. Poverty grants no license for irres onsibility, and it must be
recognized that smaller powers are as like y as larger ones, to cater
to their own vested interests.

The Afro-Asian bloc has power not only in the councils of the U.N.,
but in the Secretariat. Our present Secretary-General, himself a native
of one of the smaller nations, recognizes this power. This recognition
is the cause of speeches such as the one on uly 30, when U Thant
claimed to see analogies between the Vietcong struggle and the
American War of Independence, though there has been no Hue
massacre in our War of Ilndependence.

It seems to me that the time has come to recognize that the Secretary-
General is not a secular pope, but that he too can fall prey to particu-
laristic influences. This lr:n ds true for the Secretariat as a whole.

There is hope for the future of the United Nations if a presidential
commission faces its task of evaluation boldly and without illusions.
We must free ourselves of the sentimentalities that regard United
Nations resolutions as expression of the “conscience of the world.”
We must not be deceived by sham professions of faith in truth and
justice.

! The United Nations is a field of force in which power operates.
Power exists and as a super power it is necessary for the world’s safety
that we use it. It is incumbent on us to use it in a civilized way,
recognizing that a viable foreign policy is a reflection of our domestic
policy. We must therefore demonstrate in our exercise of power the
sense of moral concern that is part of the American national character.
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Thank you, Mr. Chairman.
(The full text of the statement follows:)

StaTEMENT BY RaBB1 GErsHON B. CHERTOFF,
TempLE B'Nar IsrakL, ELizaBeTH, N.J.

Mr. Chairman, I appreciate the invitation you extended to me to testify before
your committee. I am convinced that H. J. Res. #1078 calling for a Presidential
Commission to re-evaluate United States policy toward the United Nations is not
only opportune but of prime necessity.

would like to address myself to the problems of war and peace.

In taking stock of the approach and basic attitudes of the United States
toward the United Nations over these past twenty-five years, my angle of vision
differs from that of the witnesses who have appeared before you. Ever since
college days I have been fascinated by the relationship of ethics to power in
international relations. My study of history confirms me in my premise that ethies
and power in the relations of nation-states can not be divorced one from the other.
A country that asserts that its international relations are motivated by purely
ethical considerations is irresponsible. Its policy can lead only to utopianism that
may be theologically pure but is completely divorced from the realities of inter-
national life. Mr. Kissinger quotes former Secretary of State Rusk as having said,
“We have no quarrel with the communists, all our quarrels are on behalf of other
people.” (American Foreign Policy—Three Essays, W. W. Norton & Company
1969 p. 92). Were this indeed our philosophy other nation-states would consider us
naive or hypoeritical or both. They wuurd not be able to gear their policy to ours
in a confident way—a ‘disinterested’ policy is likely to be considered ‘unreliable’.
(Kissinger p. 92).

On the other hand a policy based on power alone tempts its indisecriminate use.
The arrogance of power must be restrained: naked power will not lead to lasting
security but will initiate in other nation-states a spiral of fear that will inevitably
lead to war.

There is a dynamic tension between ethies and power that is the essence of
international relations. A nation’s policy must take into account both the claims
of conscience and the claims of power.

Mr. Chairman: Unfortunately our original conception of the United Nations
insofar as it deals with the problems of war and peace, was guided by misplaced
idealism. We thought the United Nations would become, to use Tennyson’s
phrase “The Parliament of Man, the Federation of the World.” U Thant made the
same mistake when he spoke hopefully of taking ‘‘the next step toward world
authority and then on to a world government” * * * (UN Monthly Chronicle
volume 1 #1 May 1942).

History should have taught us that an international organization like the
United Nations or the League of Nations which is its father, and the Concert of
Europe that emerged from the Congress of Vienna, which is its grandfather, is
not a ut$iﬂ. or a world community or a juridical entity, but a political body. The
United Nations organization is a concert of nation-states engaged in the pursuit
of their national interests through the exercise of power politics. Neither goodwill
nor mutual understanding will ever heal the rift between the Soviet Union and the
United States. Nor will exhortations that the member states take a world view
instead of a local view as suggested by Ambassador Lodge, have any meaningful
effect. And it is a mistake to believe that by submitting conflicts between east and
west to the United Nations organization a higher wisdom and unselfish idealism
will emerge leading automatically to a settlement. The U.N. Organization has no
policy of its own divorced from the policies of the nation-states that compose it
(any more than a marriage can solve the problems that the partners have as
individuals).

The role of the U.N. is not the grandiose one of creating one world or a world
under law, but of accommodating the power relationships of the various states
toward one another with the least amount of conflict. The laws of the U.N. are
not juridical but in the nature of treaties. They merely register the agreements
among the members of the U.N. The laws do not bring those agreements about.
One of your previous witnesses wrote in his statement “In the U.N. Charter
* % * the community of nations already has a set of fundamental rules which
does not need to be rewritten as much as they need to be observed.” But this
is precisely the point. The rules will be observed not because of a moral impulse
but only when fhey codify the accommodations reached. Similarly this witness
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said “‘without law, international mail can not be delivered” * * * but it isn't
the law which is responsible for the delivery of international mail. It is the prior
agreement that such a purpose is desirable that brings about the registration of
that agreement into law. When a law runs counter to the interests of a nation-
state it is disregarded. The International Court of Justice issued an advisory
opinion at the request of the General Assembly that the expenditures for the

nited Nations operations in the Congo and the operation of the United Nations
Emergency Force in the Middle East were legitimate “‘expenses of the Organiza-
tion’'. Nevertheless the Soviet Union refused to pay its share,

The entire thrust of the U.N. Charter is directed toward the prevention and
control of aggression. The Soviet Union once proposed a definition of aggression
that would have branded her the aggressor in Czechoslovakia. The Soviet later
dropped its resolution. Nevertheless even if the U.N. Organization were to
agree to a precise legal definition, the national interests of the states guilty of
such aggression would pervert its meaning. Mr. Khrushechev distinguished
between wars of national liberation and aggressive wars. Those that he favored
were the former, only those in which opposing powers were involved were repre-
hensible. The Brezhnev Doctrine goes further. It establishes the right of the
Soviet Union to intervene militarily in any other Socialist country in order to
maintain a regime of which it approves; and the word socialist can be made as
broad as the Russians want to make it. A legal determination of aggression is
at best a formulation of preceding unwritten agreements between powers who
in any case wish to prevent hostilities. Let us not forget that the 15?28 Kellogg-
Briand Pact which renounced war as an instrument of national policy and con-
demned recourse to it for the settlement of international disputes, was signed by
62 nations. What followed was the intervention of Germany and Italy in the
Spanish Civil War that was the prelude to World War II.

Clearly the U.N. organization reflects the realities of power. The distinction
in the Security Council between permanent and nonpermanent members is a
recognition of the inequality of power among the several states. The veto given
to the permanent members is an acknowledgement of the hierarchy of power.
The veto is indispensable because it prevents the passing of frivolous and ir-
responsible resolutions by the small states that might compel the great powers
to take action whose harmful consequences they would have to shoulder while
the smaller powers would risk nothing.

On March 17th last the U.S. joined Great Britain in vetoing a Security Council
resolution on Southern Rhodesia that had been adopted on the 21st of November
in the General Assembly (2508-XXIV). The General Assembly resolution called
upon the United Kingdom to take effective measures including the use of force
to put an end to what it called the illegal regime to Southern Rhodesia. The
Security Council resolution condemned Great Britain for its refusal to end by
force the “rebellion” in Rhodesia. The resolution in effect suggests, ‘‘Lets you
and him fight"'.

Ambassador Yost has indicated that this first use of the veto by the U.S. does
not imply a change in policy. If this is so it means that we have learned nothing
from the imbroglio surrounding the Southern Rhodesian resolution. It means that
we have returned to the sentimentalities of our policy beginning with the early
days of the U.N. when as an earnest of our good faith we gave up the use of the
veto. We thought this would prove our idealism and testify to our rising above
national egoism. We hoped that this would prove to the world that our motives
were pure. We expected that our example would inspire the other permanent
members of the Security Council to surrender their use of the veto. This did not
happen. The Soviet nyel was used even when its vital national interests were not
at stake, The Soviet Union with great confidence even uses the veto to embarrass
the U.S. because it does not fear retaliation on our part. With a change in the
complexion of the General Assembly we will have to depend more on the Security
Council. I would urge that the Presidential Commission give serious thought to a
sophisticated use of the veto.

A great deal of praise has been lavished on the employment of U.N. peace-
keeping forces, and the sending of U.N. observers to trouble s[r]ots. While all this
is to the good, we must recognize that no instrument of the U.N. is simon-pure.
Nor are the personnel who execute U.N. policy political eunuchs. They are all
involved in the national interests of the states whose nationals they are and should
not be given the moral stature they do not possess. For example, the U.N. forces
in Egypt were made up of national contingents that responded to the political
interests of their governments. When Mr. Nassar demanded that the U.N. forces
withdraw, the Indian and Yugoslavian Commanders of their respective forees
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made it clear that they would abandon their positions regardless of the will of
the U.N. And certainly a re-establishment of such forces in the same area today
would be an invitation for a replay of those moves that led to The Six-Day War.

As far as the observer groups are concerned they too may be misused for
golitical purposes. Because of the connivance of the observer group and the then

ecretary General, President Eisenhower had to send troops to Lebanon.

On May 22, 1958 Lebanon charged in the Security Council that the United
Arab Republic was guilty of illegal infiltration of personnel and arms across
Lebanese borders. On June 11th the Council sent to the area ten observers headed
tﬁ'ﬂthe distinguished former President of Ecuador, Galo Plaza. On July 3rd Mr.

za issued his first report which stated that the observers found no evidence
of infiltration across Lebanese borders. Mr. Hammarskjold confirmed this report
in a New York press conference. Nevertheless the chairman of the UNOG ad-
mitted that the observers were prevented from making on the spot observations.
It was common knowledge that the UAR together with Syria was attempting to
subvert Lebanon. The Prime Minister of Lebanon said dispairingly that he was
fated to become the Middle East version of Imre Nagy. The situation began to
defuse, only when President Eisenhower dispatched U.S. troops to Lebanon.

Had the U.S. depended on U.N. policy Lebanon would have been destroyed
as a viable state. What saved Lebanon and quite possibly the U.N. was the fact
that the U.S. had developed a policy and took the initiative to earry it out.

We have the right to say to our delegates at the United Nations: “Ask not
what the United States can do for the United Nations, but rather what the
United Nations can do for the United States”. This does not mean that in the
pursuit of our national interest we can disregard the moral consequences of the
political positions we take in the United Nations. The conscience of the country
would not stand for it. The United States national interest can never be reduced
to the realities of naked power. It must take into account the character of our
people and the nature of its historical experience. Otherwise it will never obtain
domestic support. The American peoli)lr_: will be antagonistic if its moral conscience
is outraged. A moral concern has always been an integral component of past

domestic and foreign policy. There is a collective conscience in Ameriea that
will not be denied. We were born “dedicated to a proposition’. This is unique in

the history of the world. Other nations grew up in the lands in which they were
born and their existence was natural and self-ex lanatory. We are a nation of
immigrants who came here for a purpose. We felt that only here could a man
achieve his human dignity. Compassion and integrity and insistence on justice
are inseparable from our national purpose. That is why the United Nations has
lost the support of a large part of our citizenry, because the nations that con-
stitute the United Nations too frequently mask their pursuit of power and domi-
nation and egoism by a patina of idealism.

In dealing with the issue of human rights and fundamental freedoms in the
Middle East, Congressmen Fascell and Whalley in their report called “T'o Save
Succeeding Generations’ have revealed the extent to which the General Assembly
has debased the very concept of human rights for ‘“below-the-belt” political
purposes. ‘“The Assembly”, they wrote without seeking evidence to support or
disprove such charges, “approved a one-sided resolution which castigated the
alleged mistreatment of civilians in Arab territories occupied by Israel but com-
pletely ignored the plight of Jews in Syria and Iraq. The United States publicly
deplored this action and abstained from voting on the resolution” (page 5).

%hc American people expects its representatives in the United Nations to take
unambiguous moral positions when moral issues are clear cut. For example:

According to the Charter (Article 23 paragraph 1.) the nonpermanent members
of the Security Council shall be elected with ““due regard being specially paid, in
the first instance to the contribution of Members of the United Nations to the
maintenance of international peace and security . . .”” Nevertheless, in direct
violation of this article in the Charter Syria was elected to membership in the
Security Council though it considers itself legally at war with Israel and refused to
accept the decision of the Security Council which is binding to accept the cease fire.
Syria’s attitude is not surprising, when we recall that on May 25, 1967 the pres-
ident of Syria, Nureddin al-Atassi said, “Every Jew in Israel should be put to
d?at.h . . ."" And Syria has been an accessory to the highjacking of a T.W.A.
plane.

In view of the fact that non-permanent members of the Security Council are
elected by secret ballot in the General Assembly it is impossible to determine how
the United States voted. Syria is not only in clear legal violation of the Charter,
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it is in complete and utter disregard of the moral issue which is bringing the
United Nations into disrepute in the public opinion of the people of the United
States. If the U.S. veto were employed in the Security Council on this kind of
issue it would faeilitate the rallying of public opinion in the U.S. around support
for the U.N.

Mr. Chairman: The growth of the General Assembly from the original 51 states
to the present 126 member states, and the change in the political complexion of
that body requires a re-examination of our attitudes and policies. The U.S. can
no longer muster a two-third majority when required for “important”’ questions
in which our country has a vital interest. The Afro-Asian group of states has a
built-in blocking ‘‘one-third’”’ to checkmate us. The Afro-Asian group together
with the Soviet bloe are not too far from the two-thirds of the votes required to
control the General Assembly on “important’’ questions (they are now about 57 %)
and they can be as irresponsible as they wish.

I have pointed this out with regard to the Southern Rhodesia resolution which
originated in the General Assembly. It is true too of their politicizing of the
Human Rights resolutions to suit their own purposes, as pointed out by Congress-
men Fascell and Whalley. And it is becoming apparent in the attitudes of the
under-developed countries toward U.N. investment funds.

They have long been dissatisfied with the International Bank for Reconstrue-
tion and Development (BANK) set up in 1944 and its affiliates, the International
Finance Corporation (IFC) established in 1956 and the International Development
Association (IDA) created in 1960. The voting strength in these organizations is
proportional to capital contributions. The receiving countries, therefore, are
trying to bypass these obstacles to their control over funds by the adoption of
the 1960 General Assembly resolution that established “in principle” the U.N.
Capital Development Fumﬁ This resolution in effect, places the decisive influence
with the under-developed countries. With the Nineteen-Seventies being designated
as the U.N. Development Decade we can expect that the economically advanced
countries (code for the U.8.) will be faced with increasing demands for greater
capital contributions. The recipient countries are not willing to insure that the
monies they receive will be effectively used. There is no reason for us to accept
irresponsible actions even on the part of the poorer members of the United Na-
tions. Poverty does not give license for irresponsibility. The claims of the recipient
countries on the conscience of the international community would be seriously
taken if they were willing to make sacrifices on their own. The regional use of the
resources of several states in the area, the harmonization of their economic
resources require a certain surrender of their national sovereignty. Surely their
willingness to yield something is an earnest of their claims on the resources of the
international community. It seems to me that the proposed Presidential Com-
mission taking into account the Pearson and Jackson reports will have to take a
long hard look at the seriousness with which we are willing to regard the recom-
mendations of the General Assembly. The smaller powers in the General Assembly
are not ipso facto of greater moral stature than the big powers. They have their
own vested interests which they mask by an appeal to the conscience of the world.

Mr. Chairman: Article 99 of the Charter nganta the Secretary General the
authority of independent diplomatic action. He has already revealed himself as
being pro-Asian-African bloe. In his address of July 30th in the United Nations
he claimed to see analogies between the Vietcong struggle and the American War
of Independence, though there has been no Hue massacre in our War of Inde-
pendence. He has been outspoken not only in his econdemnation of the bombing,
but in other aspects of United States policy as well. I cannot recall, though I
would not deny any serious condemnation on his part of the Vietcong. His attitude
is not only the result of personal bias beeause he comes from the third world. He
is aware of the numerical strength of the Asian-African bloc which can expect
support from the Soviet when an anti-American resolution is on the table. And
what happened to his predecessors is not unknown to U Thant. After Mr. Trygvie
Lie backed United Nations action in Korea he was treated by the Soviet as though
he were the man who wasn’t there. He resigned as Secretary General because the
Soviet refused to treat with him. Mr. Hammarskjold was in trouble with the
Russians over the Congo, and it was during his regime that the Soviet proposed
a trotka to replace a single Secretary General. U Thant has the vested interest
of the civil servant who wants to be effective. He knows that he must make con-
cessions to the Soviet and the third world. Heretofore he has not had to grapple
with an adamant United States. It seems to me that the time has come for us to
recognize that the Secretary General is not the conscience of the world nor a
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secular pope. He is not above playing squalid little political games that may
develop fallout in the wider international community. When he cut short his
visit to his native Burma on February 23rd it was announced in Rangoon that
his presence in New York was desirable in the light of reports he had received
from headquarters, and his office let it be known that the Middle East was heating
%p. The fact of the matter is that U Thant was trying to save his amour propre.
he Burmese Prime Minister, no friend of his, cut him by leaving Rangoon when
the Secretary General was scheduled to be there. The Secretary General, the
“symbol”’ of the U.N. should not play games with the security of nations.

I think too that the Presidential Commission should look closely into the make-
up of the Secretariat and the extent to which its members are motivated by the
interests of the nation-states to which they belong, rather than by their status
as civil servants. It is not simply a witticism that the term Indian mafia is applied
to the appointments to strategic positions in the Secretariat made by the Indian,
Mr. Narasimhan, who is chef de cabinet, and at times acting Secretary General.

Mr. Chairman: I have not attempted an exhaustive analysis of the relationship
of the United States and the United Nations, I have picked almost at random
examples of dislocation in the three major bodies of the United Nations; the
Security Council, the General Assembly and the Secretariat as illustrations of
the Pandora’s box the Presidential Commission has no choice but to open. By
opening the box Pandora let loose the evils attending man while Hope remained
inside. There is hope for the future of the United Nations if the Presidential
Commission faces its task of evaluation boldly and without illusions. We must
free ourselves of the sentimentalities that regard the United Nations resolutions
as the exgreasion of the “conscience of the world”. We must not be deceived by
United Nation member-states in their sham orofessions of faith in truth and
justice while they condemn us for hypoerisy. The United Nations is a field of
force in which power operates. Power exists and as a super-power it is necessary
for the world’s safety that we use it. It is incumbent on us to use it in a civilized
way, recognizing that a viable foreign policy is a reflection of our domestic policy.
We must therefore demonstrate in our exercise of power the sense of moral con-
cern that is part of the American national character.

Mr. Garraguer. Thank you, Rabbi Chertoff, for your excellent
presentation.

I want to express the appreciation of the Chair for your endorsement
of House Joint Resolution 1078, calling for presidential commission
review of U.S. policy toward the United Nations.

You state that a nation’s policy must take into account both claims
of conscience and claims of power. You then go on to say, “The

United Nations organization is a concert of nation-states engaged in
pursuit of their national interests for the exercise of power politics,’”
which I think is accurate.

I would ask, however, has the United States in your opinion acted
in that normal realistic way in the United Nations, or where has the
United States failed to act in this way?

Rabbi Cuerrorr. I think that our concern for the Afro-Asian states
is an indication of our lack of sophistication. We seem to follow &
policy that operates on the premise that since they are part of the
underdeveloped world and they are not first-rate powers, whatever
they say ang propose should be supported.

ile we don’t feel that way when it comes to the use of funds,
it does appear when it comes to electing members to the Security
Council. As I pointed out in my statement, we used the veto for the
first time against the proposed resolution of the smaller powers who
demanded L%mt military sanctions be used against Rhodesia.

This is one example of the kind of situation that in the past caused
us either to abstain or to vote with the Afro-Asian nations.

Mr. Gavraguer. In your opinion has the United Nations made and

carried out any decision which was injurious to the United States as a
great power?
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Rabbi Caerrorr. It can’t very well, because we are a super-power
just as it cannot against the Soviet Union. It can make things more
difficult for us. For example, I mentioned in passing the 1970 General
Assembly resolution concerning the attempt to take away the control
of the funds from the bank and the other financial agencies, and to
have it reside in the recipient nations themselves. This is just one
possibility.

Mr: GaLLaGHER. In the past we have had some difference of opinion
from some of the former ambassadors to the United Nations, who
appeared prior to your appearance: Ambassador Lodge, among others,
and there seems to be at that level of those who participated in the -
great decisions, question as to what benefit the EEJnit-e States has
gained by its participation in the United Nations.

In your study of the operation of the United Nations would you
care to make a comment on the benefits that have accrued to the
United States by participation in the United Nations?

Rabbi Cuertorr. I think the very existence of the United Nations
makes it possible for nation-states, and particularly the super-powers,
to surre.néer within a context that will look as though it is being done
for idealistic reasons and not because the display of power has
compelled it to surrender.

It becomes possible, therefore, for our country, as it does for
Russia, not to find itself against its own public opinion. If it had
been possible, for example, for the conflict over Cuba between Mr.
Khrushchev and Mr. Kennedy to have been worked out within the
United Nations, the solutions would not have been different but the
threat of annihilation would have been reduced immeasurably.

So I think that the existence of the United Nations makes it possible
for a give and take that two nations facing each other do not have.
It reduces the possibility of confrontation.

Mr. GaLLAGHER. I quite agree with you. That is perhaps the major
benefit that we have and the benefit most overlooked by those who
find great fault with the United Nations and who make our participa-
tion seem to be a very dreary business.

Rabbi Cuerrorr. I am speaking only about war and peace.
There are other agencies that are part of the United Nations that are
very important. Those that deal with agriculture, those that deal with
human rights and so on.

Mr. GaLuagEER. Mr. Derwinski?

Mr. Derwinskr. Rabbi Chertoff, I was impressed with your
overall statement which you condensed for us. The thing that im-
pressed me was your absolute logical and practical approach. You
are not looking at the situation of the U.N. with rose-co&red glasses.
You are calling the shots as you see them.

I note some pearls of wisdom, for example, when you make the
point that “the Soviet Union once proposed a definition of aggression
that would have branded her the aggressor in Czechoslovakia.” This
strikes me as being a very key observation.

Would you care to expand on that thought?

Rabbi Crertorr. I think that that really is the key issue. If we
try to be, I would say, sentimental rather than idealistic and the
Russians are not concerned at all by such considerations then they
are free to do whatever they want, because they know that we will




420

not retaliate. And we have already thrown our hand in, because we
have no advantages.

They do not have to be concerned by the threat of reprisal. The
basic relationship among nation-states is power.

Mr. Derwinskr. And the use of it is something that other nations
respect as a rule.

ABBI CHERTOFF. The{ respect it and they can build their own
policy on the basis of such a consideration, because there is a struc-
ture to it and a regularity that they can depend on. If it is a matter
of an idealism that does not reflect vital interests of the states, they
cannot tell what our idealism is going to say a day from tomorrow
or a week later. So they cannot react to it with any sense of realism.

Mr. Derwinskl. This lack of realism in the U.N. would also
obviously have played an adverse role in the Middle East problem
when quite prematurely the U.N. forces were withdrawn just before
the 6-day war. I note you made a historic reference to the situation
in Lebanon in 1958 when the U.N. committee failed to properly
handle the situation and U.S. troops had to be dispatched, which no
longer is possible.

I also note the morning news reports of the newest developments in
Lebanon that leave that country in a fragile state.

To what extent, then, is this attitude of the states in the U.N.—
you made a specific case of the Syrian situation, with Israel as being
In contrast to the rules of the Security Council. What happens then
if the rules are evaded and ignored?

This hardly leads to a consistent situation. Is there any suggestion
you could offer for a cure of this abuse?

Rabbi Crertorr. The name of the game to me is the tension be-
tween ethics and power. I do not think that there is any magie lamp
?Olil can rub and say, “You do this and inevitably something else will
ollow.’

I would say that where the issues are clearcut, then you must take
an ethical stand. The Syrian situation is clearcut. The people in our
country know it and they can see it without knowing anything about
the history of the relationships in the Middle East.

If they see we disregard ethics completely, they are going to shrug
off the U.N. completely. Certainly today we are much more sophisti-
cated about what goes on.

Mr. Derwinskl. One last point, if T may, Mr. Chairman.

Rabbi Chertoff, you mentioned the complications of the civil
servants in the U.N. who obviously tend to be more interested in their
own country’s welfare than to maintain an impartial or technical
attitude. This would present quite a major problem since we find
with every administration change in this country that the incoming
administration has a difficult time before it acquires the minimum
loyalty of the bureaucrats that it inherits.

Now to what extent has this civil servant status been so erpetuated
that these individuals are beyond control of an effective L?.N. admin-
istrator?

Rabbi CuerTorr. Mr. Derwinski, I would like to answer that
question, as I would really answer all the questions that were pre-
sented to me. I directed my remarks toward the support of this

articular resolution. It was not my intention to offer solutions. I don’t
ave them. And this would be the role of the Presidential commission.
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I had hoped simply to raise some of these questions, which you are
now reflecting, and to emphasize that this is the kind of thing on which
the Presidential commission should spend about a year. I think that
is what the resolution says.

So what you suggest in a more elaborate way than what I mentioned
offhand is correct. That would be part of what they would have to do.

Mr. Derwinskr. I think you certainly helped the committee since
you made a very good case for this Presidential commission. You
pointed out the obvious problems that should require this high-level
attention.

Thank you, Mr. Chairman.

Mr. GaLraGHER. Mr, Burke?

Mr. Burke. I did get here late, Rabbi, and I apologize. I was on
the House floor. I would like to ask one question, because, when
Ambassador Lodge and Ambassador Yost were here, they indicated
they did not feel that the funding of the United Nations particularly
or particularly many of the nations that we had been funding, had
been to our advantage.

Do you have that feeling, as far as the United Nations is concerned?

Rabbi CreErTOFF. In a general way, yes.

Mr. Burxke. I also had the feeling when they testified 5 or 6 weeks
ago, and I would have to fully review their testimony, that they had
some questions and doubts about the ultimate success of the United
Nations in comparison to what the people originally believed would
result from the %nited Nations as such.

What is your view of the future of the United Nations as a world
peacemaker?

Rabbi Cmertorr. The chairman had asked me that question
before and I would answer that the existence of the United Nations
makes it possible for the surrender in a particular issue of particular
nation-states within a context that makes it appear as though they
are moved by idealistic considerations, taking into account what the
world would like to see.

It prevents the possibility of confrontations between two nation-
states and the very existence of it, if it did nothing more than to
make that possible, makes the U.N. worth while.

Mr. Burke. Could I interrupt to ask you, you say ‘“‘makes it
rossible.” Where has it made it possible to prevent confrontation

etween nations in the past, except in Korea perhaps where it went
in under the United Nations Charter, but where has it prevented it
around the world?

Certainly not in Biafra and Nigeria, certainly not in the Far East
or Africa. Where has the United Nations stepped in as an effective
peacemaker?

Rabbi Cuerrorr. If the Khrushchev-Kennedy confrontation had
been actually developed in the United Nations, there would not have
been a threat of annihilation.

Mr. Burke. But it was not.

Rabbi Caerrorr. Right. Now if the U.N. is used in the spirit in
which I suggest, there would not be confrontation and if we do not
expect too much from it, then it is likely that this element of the
relationship among nations will come to the fore.

Mr. Burke. Rabbi, haven’t you answered the question in your
own statement when you say the United Nations is based upon
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politics and the art of power is within politics; and isn’t that the
reason why the United Nations did not step in during some of these
confrontations, because of the Soviet Union and other Communist
views for power rather than those for world peace?

Rabbi Crerrorr. If the United Nations ever does step in, it will
be due to the fact that there is a prior agreement on the part of the
superpowers.

Mr. Burke. We have been 25 years now and before that we had
other attempts at world peace and the superpowers somehow or other
are still somewhat greedy for power and suspicious of each other.
How are we going to overcome the big “if,”” outside of a dream and a
hope for peace tomorrow? :

abbi CuERTOFF. I don’t dream and I don’t hope, because I don’t
look at the U.N. as a utopia. I see the U.N. as I indicated in my
statement as a descendent of the League of Nations, which was a
descendent of the Concert of Europe.gNatiuns, if they are to have
relationships with one another, must have some kind of structure
within which they can operate, and there must be certain rules of the
game so that they know how to react one to the other.

And if the United Nations does that, it is enough and I think it
would do that if we do not demand too much of it.

Mr. Burge. But aren’t you saying, in effect, now that it is an
ineffective peace organization?

Rabbi Caerrorr. It is ineffective if we think it is going to bring us
world peace.

Mr. BurkE. Isn’t that the purpose of the United Nations?

Rabbi Cuerrorr. No.

Mr. Burke. What was the intent of the United Nations?

Rabbi Cuertorr. I believe that was a mistaken intent.

Mr. Burke. What I am driving at though, aren’t we driftin
further and further away from the original intent of the Unite
Nations, whether rightfully or wrongfully, of how it was put to the
world-at-large? But effective, as far as being effective as a peace
organization, it has failed in the last 25 years?

abbi CrERrTOFF. I think that

Mr. Burke. Let me ask you this—do you agree or disagree—
rather than you thinking that perhaps I am being dogmatic in my
approach?

abbi CaerTOFF. Insofar as it deals with war and peace, its stated
goal which was to bring about a world community has not been ac-
complished. And it will not be accomplished. I think that a presidential
commission, however, can indicate what its legitimate role would
be and I think that the United Nations has a very important legiti-
mate role if power relationships among the different nation-states
are to be accommodated one to the other.

Mr. BurkEe. Are you talking about a role as far as our own national
security is concerned, or about a role that we participate in as far as
world politics, and that is really what we are talking about in the
United Nations?

Rabbi Cuertorr. I am concerned about our security, but our
security cannot be achieved in isolation. It has to be within the terms
of a world of nation-states.

Mr. Burke. I agree with that, but I am trying to figure out how
we find the answer, whether it is elsewhere or through the United
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Nations, which appears to have an interest in us at least financially
from the point of view of contributions but not by those that are
gart.icipat-ing nations but make no financial contributions. We have

nanced a good deal of the United Nations expenses out of the
pockets of American taxpayers, but we have also found that as far
as the American citizen is concerned, he objects because of the failure
with regard to the U.N. creating world peace or let us say stopping
those nations that have caused dissension within the world.

Rabbi Caerrorr. Insofar as American citizens are disillusioned
with the United Nations, they are reacting to what they see: That
the stated purpose of the existence of the United Nations of bringing
about Wcrﬁi peace is unrealistic. They recognize, I am sure, the
importance of power, but you cannot have an organization like the
United Nations that exists only on naked power.

They want ethical considerations to be part of the search for
security on the part of the United States.

Mr. Burke. How do we get that through the existing United
Nations Charter and the existing power structure of the United
Nations itself.

Rabbi Crerrorr. I think we can do that roughly the way we do
it in the United States on the basis of a Constitution that was written
in the 18th century, in a different economic and social time, through
interpretation, through development and explication of elements that
were there that have never been developed.

Mr. Burke. But don’t we need number one, the unity of desire
by the member nations and second, how can we acquire that unity of
desire when there are direct opposite political views with regard to

the capitalist system and the Communist system?

Rabbi Crerrorr. I do not consider the United Nations as being
the place for an attempt to bring ideological solutions to problems.
It is a place where nation-states can get together and accommodate
their power relationships. i

Mr. Burke. I agree with you in Erinciple, but what I am driving

at is that the United Nations has been used at various times as a
propaganda sounding board for certain political ideologies. How do
we get away from that which has been existing for some 25 years and
how do we convince the American people that we can change some-
thing that originally was idealistic and it certainly was originally,
and it held great hopes for the people in the world.

How can we change now by merely saying that this would happen
if something else happened? How do we erase the big “if”’ that you
put before us?

Rabbi Caerrorr. If you are concerned about propaganda, then
I would say that I have a little more faith in the American people,
to recognize what is propaganda and what is not propaganda.

Mr. Burke. But propaganda is an effective weapon used by not
only Hitler—it is used by Communists. It is used as sales promotions
and it is an effective weapon. Now its existence is not so much what
the American people think, it is the world use of political propaganda,
which is spread around the world by various nations through the
United Nations.

Now you still have not erased, Rabbi, the big “if”’ and that bothers
m?.’?You are saying “if”” we do this, but how can we erase the big
lli 2
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Mr. GarraeEER. Would the gentleman yield?

Mr. Burke. Yes, sir.

Mr. GarraguER. I think you allude to it in your statement,
Rabbi. Perhaps we should get back to it. I think the United Nations
has had some success. The example of its action on Kashmir certainly
prevented a war between India and Pakistan.

The example of its action on Cyprus prevented a war between
Turkey and Greece; the Congo as well. I am talking about United
Nations peacekeeping. It has prevented a direct confrontation between
Soviet Union and United States. The United Nations has to its credit
Israel in 1949, 1955, and 1967 a success.

I think these are some of the things that the American public
should know and I think your statement alludes to that.

Mr. Burke. As I indicated earlier, I have not had time to study the
entire statement you made, but I do know that this question exists
and I do know certainly that there were some questions by Ambassador
Lodge and Amhassacf;r Yost, who were our Ambassadors to the
United Nations, as to its effectiveness or its future effectiveness and
as far as our general contribution to it. As to whether it is ever going
to be successful as an organization or whether we should review it
and go some other route, %‘et us say, to get a common understanding
between nations for world peace is still an important decision and needs
full development. ‘

Rabbi Cuerrorr. I would strongly urge that the United Nations
remain a part of our basic policy with the understanding that it helps
us in our own security. I think it would be almost a fatal mistake for
us to withdraw from the United Nations.

Mr, GarragHER. Thank you.

I would like to add that I have heard a lot of statements here,
Rabbi, especially from people who have made comments in connection
with the veto and realities of the U.N. They have discussed the
combination of realities in this world and the ethical requirements
for the world to continue down its path. I would like to say that your
statement, particularly your remarks on the veto, I think, was one
of the most clear and concise statements of understanding on the
necessity of the veto that I have seen.

Thank you very much.

The Chair would now like to welcome Mr. Robert H. Cory, who is
representing the Friends Committee on National Legislation and the
American Friends Service Committee. We apologize to Mr. Cory, who
was present at our last public hearing on April 28, but we were not
able to hear his testimony because of a call of the House.

We have your statement before us, Mr. Cory, and you may proceed.

STATEMENT OF ROBERT H. CORY, FRIENDS COMMITTEE ON
NATIONAL LEGISLATION AND AMERICAN FRIENDS SERVICE
COMMITTEE

Mr. Cory. I assume my statement is filed. Since this committee
last met, events have occurred which reinforce my own deep conviction
that we have a great responsibility in ending the war in Vietnam and
in achieving some success in SALT talks. These changes in policy have
to be made before our Nation can really explore all the potentialities
of the United Nations.
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In my 5 years of work at the United Nations for the Quakers I
think T came away less cynical than the last speaker, but a bit more
discouraged. In talking with people in the Secretariat and in delega-
tions there, I was impressed by tEe fact that the United Nations is a
tool kit—a very complex and very promising tool kit—which obviously
has not been used in the way some of us had hoped back 25 years ago.

My own personal feeling about the human dilemma is that now is
the time for reassessment. The world is so dangerous that we have to
do a great deal more creative thinking about where we are going.
I cite the dangers of accidental war, the shortness of decision timing
in a nuclear confrontation, the incredible expense of the nuclear arms
race, the dangers of world pollution and the potentiality of escalation
of small conflicts, all as specific reasons for the urgency of a reassess-
ment at this time.

From the point of view of Quakers working in overseas operations,
realism lies not with the people who are merely looking at the present

ower structure—and none of us want to overlook the power aspects
ere—but in the need for human survival. For meeting this need we
have, I think, great potentialities in the United Nations system.

I have found that the process of the United Nations is a great deal
more complicated than the charter or some of our myths and expecta-
tions indicate; there are many positive things going on in the U.N.
system, some of them unrecognized,

I would not be as pessimistic or as skeptical either about the
quality of the U.N. Secretariat, of which I have some knowledge,
nor about the role of small nations.

I do not believe that the change that we are going to have to take
in the next few years in our foreign policy and in our whole approach
to the United Nations is one that can be achieved through charter
revision.

I coneur with the comment made that just as our Constitution has
]goven adjustable and still has many unused potentialities; so the

nited Nations Charter can grow if there is the will to use it.

In addition to these comments and the specific suggestions of my
written testimony, I would be delighted if I could contribute in some
small way to the very impressive testimony that your committee is
collecting. I hope you will pass that testimony along to other officials
responsible for foreign policy in our Government and will also be able
to communicate it to the public, There is a very big educational job to
be done in this country.

(The full text of the statement follows:)

STATEMENT BY RoBERT H. Cory on BeHALF OF FRiENDS COMMITTEE ON NATIONAL
LEGISLATION AND AMERICAN FRIENDS SERVICE COMMITTEE

Mr. Chairman, I am Robert H. Cory, director of William Penn House, a
%ll&kel’ study center on Capitol Hill. I am speaking today on behalf of the Friends

ommittee on National Legislation and the American Friends Serviee Committee.
Neither the AFSC nor the FCNL claims to speak for the entire Religious Society
of Friends; they do speak as corporate organizations administered by representa-
tives of Friends' Yearly Meetings and Quaker organizations throughout the nation.
But it is safe to say that there is nearly universal support among Quakers for
strengthening the United Nations.

I have a deep personal interest in the United Nations because from 1961 to
1966 I served on the Quaker United Nations Program, the accredited non-
governmental representative ageney for the international Quaker movement.
In my previous university teaching career I offered courses on International
Organization. I am particularly concerned with the opportunities offered to
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strengthen the United Nations in an anniversary year. In 1965 I served as chair-
man of the committee on International Cooperation Year for the Conference
Group of the U.S. Non-Governmental Organizations and attended here in
Washington the White House Conference on International Cooperation. At that
Conference 30 teams of governmental officials and citizens of special competence
resented to the President more than 400 specific recommendations for strengthen-
ing international cooperation. This was an example of the action for a U.N.
Anniversary from which we can learn both positive and cautionary lessons.

As a member of a religious society with a 300 year record of testimony on peace,
I am among those who believe that the major way to strengthen the U.N. in
1970 is to halt the arms race, hopefully starting with the SALT negotiations, and
to bring an end to the tragic conflicts in Vietnam and in the Middle East. I hope
the Congress will use its every influence to achieve these overriding goals. Only
if there is an end to war and an abatement of nuclear confrontation can our
attention be turned to problems of building an effective United Nations.

But there are many smaller steps we can take in 1970 to utilize and expand the
}I{nit_egl Nations system, steps wgich, I believe, can be taken without Charter

evision.

The particular steps I shall emphasize are those for which I feel that Quakers
have some claim to special insights, either because of careful research or because
of involvement in crisis situations. There have been numerous Quaker “working
parties’” on specific methods of solving international conflicts (most recently
those dealing with Vietnam and the Middle East). There have been many Quaker
missions ministering to human need in areas of conflict (most recently in Vietnam,
Nigeul;ia, Kashmir, and the West bank of the Jordan River).

irst, I should like to emphasize the need for an increase in 1970 in the training
of mediators and in sharing of knowledge about the process of mediation. The
most important war-prevention provision of the U.N. Charter is Article 33, which
requires parties to disputes to ‘‘first of all seek a solution™y negotiations, enquiry,
mediation, coneiliation, judicial settlement, resort to regional agencies or arrange-
ments, or other peaceful means of their own choice.”” To implement this Article,
the nations of the world need more persons with special mediation skills. Congress
can provide for special instruction at foreign service training institutions; it can
encourage exchange scholars from other nations to study the processes of peaceful
settlement; it can provide encouragement to such non-governmental efforts as the
International Peace Academy; it can call upon the experience of our national
labor mediators through special public hearings. Congress can also ask the Presi-
dent to press in both regional organizations and in the forums of the United
Nations for increased staffing of agencies for mediation. Such investments will not
obviously produce instant peace, but may in the long run open up more oppor-
tunities to handle conflicts without resort to war.

Secondly, I feel that the United States should continue to make every effort to
bring to fruition in 1970 the U.N. Corps of Volunteers. For many years the
Quakers have experimented in their international workcamps and in their inter-
national volunteer programs to bring together young people of many nations for
work and study together. Now in a resolution to be brought before the 25th
General Assembly is a plan to extend the present use of volunteers by the United
Nations and its Specialized Agencies. A truly international volunteer effort, quite
separate from national overseas volunteer plans, can be an important agent of
communication between peoples. A corps of concerned ‘alumni’ with first hand
experience could be an important source in the future for personnel for U.N.
projects and for representation of nations in the U.N. system. Not only should
Congress provide funds for the U.S. share of the finaneing of U.N. Volunteers;
Congress should encourage the Administration to work with other nations to
expand the program and provide longer term commitments of funds.

Third, I feel that Congress should in 1970 appropriate additional funds for the
U.N. High Commissioner for Refugees. Few Americans are aware of the homeless
and forgotten people, some 2,450,000 of them, now under the care of the High
Commissioner. The Quakers have been involved in only a few of the areas in
Africa, the Middle East, and Asia, but this involvement has impressed them not
only with the immediate suffering but also with the long-term impairment of
opportunity for these uprooted people. The United States can well afford to under-
take a majority responsibility.

Fourth, I would suggest that the United States could in 1970 take a dramatic
step toward furthering the recommendations on international development of the
Pearson and Peterson reports by authorizing the transfer of at least 25%, of its
Special Drawing Rights in the International Monetary Fund to the IDA for
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concessional loans to the developing countries. This action was recommended
last year by the Joint Economic Committee of the Congress of the United States.
Quakers, with their long experience in technical assistance in developing countries,
realize how inadequate present ‘foreign aid’ projects are. Through the new inter-
national finance mechanism of Special Drawing Rights, the more wealthy nations
will acquire a windfall of $9.5 billion over the initial three year period. The
United States could set an examPle for other nations in sharing this ‘unearned’
income through the IDA ‘window’ of the World Bank. This act would be a symbol
of U.S. commitment to the Second U.N. Decade of Development.

Among the hundreds of small but significant ways of strengthening the United
Nations, other witnesses before this Committee may emphasize other U.S.
initiatives. In the limited time available, I have selected only four from the many
in which Quakers and Quaker agencies are interested: Peaceful Settlement,
Volunteers, Refugee Relief, and International Development.

Concerned Quakers are impressed by the efforts of this Subcommittee to insure
that concrete initiatives are taken by our Government in this 25th anniversary
year of the U.N. We put our suggestions forward with the conviction that you
will make a significant contribution to the strengthening of the U.N. system.
We put them forward with the further conviction that the greatest contribution
to the U.N. and mankind would be the halting of the arms race and the ending of
the wars in Vietnam and the Middle East. In the words of the U.N. Charter, we
must ‘save succeeding generations from the scourge of war.’

Mr. GaLragaER. Thank you very much, Mr. Cory. _

Mr. Cory, it appears likely that the 25th General Assembly of the
United Nations may approve the establishment of sending volunteers
to areas where greater understanding is needed and where assistance
is required. It appears the U.N. may establish a corps of volunteers,
a U.N. corps of volunteers.

How do you envision the operation of such a corps?

Mr. Cory. At the present time, as perhaps you know, there is a
corps of U.N. volunteers. Some of them work for FAO, some of them
work for UNESCO, out in project areas. They have been largely
financed by special contributions from the Netherlands, from Germany,
and from the United Kingdom.

One of the problems here is that the skilled young people who get

laced as junior executives on a volunteer basis have most often been
estern young people who could afford to carry the expenses and
could afford to interrupt their careers. The result is that in many cases
there has not been the opportunity to have an international com-
munity of volunteers working under the U.N. and to profit from the
ex?erience of working together as representatives of different cultures.
would envisage that much of the machinery that the U.N. and

its specialized agencies at present have will be lgea.red up, but that

there will be a financial problem of making possible the participation
of people from the poorer countries, not only in projects in poor coun-
tries—where they may have some very real insights, because they
too are poor—but also to work alongside people in the more wealthy
countries. This will be a small experiment, because it is fairly expen-
sive, as you know. Our Peace Corps has come down from $10,000 a
year expense per volunteer to about $9,000. American Friends Service
Committee’s 2-year overseas projects are down to about $5,000 per
year. This is not an inexpensive project.

Therefore, it has to start small. My own feeling at the present time,
however, is that the experience that can be gained through this has a
very important relation to the long-range personnel problem of the
U.N. That sense of training, the getting of (E)dicat.ed people who may
then graduate, not just into the %.N. bureaucracy, but also into the
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foreign offices of participating nations, could make this very much
worthwhile.

I also have the feeling that national Peace Corps are getting into
more and more trouble and probably are not going to be expanding.
I would rather right now put some American contributions into a
U.N. Peace Corps, or volunteer force, than I would to expand the
U.S. Peace Corps.

Mr. GaLLaGHER. I am curious, as one who sponsored the original
Peace Corps legislation, why it cost the Government $4,000 more a
year.

Mr. Cory. Than the Friends Service Committee?

Mr. GALLAGHER. Yes, sir.

Mr. Cory. We do not pay for the American Friends Service Com-
mittee as much in volunteer allowances. The individual makes greater
sacrifices. Secondly, I think we do have lower administration costs,
because we use some volunteer training. I would have to study further
this differential.

Mr. GaLLAGHER. I would be interested if you could supply that
for the record. If it is not too inconvenient, would you please?

(The information follows:)

The American Friends Service Committee's Volunteers in International Service
Assignments program ended in 1968. In its last year of operation, the average
annual cost per volunteer (including overhead) was $4,758.

Mr. GavLaGHER. I sense the same motivation in our Peace Corps as
with your volunteers. 1

Mr. Cory. The American Friends Service Committee was much in-
volved in the establishment of training programs for our American
Peace Corps.

Mr. Garragaer. How, in your opinion, should the volunteer corps
be incorporated into the United Nations development program or, in
your opinion, would it exist with greater vitality and effectiveness as a
separate entity of the United Nations?

r. Cory. Again I have not studied this. I think at the present
time they are developing a liaison staff in the Social Affairs Section of
the U.N. I know the person in charge. The Assembly establishes the
general standards, sets up plans, and so forth. Then people are con-
tracted out for actual supervision to the agency that is running the
particular project.

I think there are possibilities here of cooperating with some non-
governmental organizations in both policies—because of their experi-
ence—and in recruitment. Only limited use of voluntary agencies is
now in effect.

As you know, there have been severil conferences on international
volunteers in which the United Nations has taken part. I think the
experience they have had so far is going to stand the Social Affairs
Bureau of the U.N. in good stead.

The present system of volunteers, I think, has never been more than
about 400. I assume in the first year or two they may get up to 1,000,
and in the long run to perhaps as many as 5,000. If there were a major
interest and this were made a major program with a major budgetary
outlay, the numbers could go higher, but it is going to be very small
in relationship to the present U.S. Peace Corps.

Mr. GaLLaGHER. On another note you open your remarks by stat-
ing that you are less cynical, but more disappointed than other people
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who have spoken here. Do they go together or how do we reverse
this into a hope for renewal?

Mr. Cory. I suppose my feeling of being less cynical comes out of
the fact that I have observed somewhat from the inside, a process of
training people and of opening up horizons for people that goes on
in the ETRT system. It is simply amazing to have a person from Upper
Volta, for instance, come into a debate on the Cyprus issue. ﬁis
country has to study and learn something about a problem that
Upper Volta might never have considered. Several foreign offices call
the U.N. the best diplomatic school for a small nation.

It is very interesting to trace the careers of people who start as
junior diplomats at U.%\I. and end up in important negotiating posi-
tions and in important policymaking decisions. There is a constant
turnover. You are a freshman, sophomore, junior, but a lot of people
in the delegations don’t reach a senior year and very few are graduate
students, i? you want to use the academic analogy. go we are, I think,
creating I!lm(glle with an international point of view. I find that largely
true in the Secretariat, the people I have known there.

I also think it could be documented that the role as a mediator is a
crucially important one. I have stressed this in my paper. I think the
role of mediator is right at the base of survival of societies in a power-
torn world.

The interesting fact is that on many occasions in the U.N., it is
one person—I often cite my friend from Nepal who is free to dis-
associate himself, because the interests in conﬂpict are not his national

interests and who becomes a problem solver in the name of the U.N.

In Security Council meetings very often that key person is a Scandi-
navian, who, after both sides have stated the confrontation, works
on issues through quiet diplomacy.

The U.N. is somewhat like an iceberg with a visible confrontation
tip and many moderating processes underneath. So a compromise
resolution may be worked out by the skilled diplomat of the small
nation. This is of great value, though admittedly not all the small
nations have delegations with people of this skill.

But the very fact that the potential is there has created a number of
very interesting situations of mediation. In a mediation situation,
essentially both sides have to come out with a “victory,” though it
may not be the victory they want. Ultimately they must search for
some common survival interest.

I was impressed at the U.N. with the number of cases, some of
them small, in which mediation processes help even though the U.N.
is the dumping grounds for the problems that national governments
have failed to solve.

Mr. GarraguERr. U.N. pollution problems?

Mr. Cory. Yes.

Mr. GaLracHER. I have sat here many weeks now, as my colleagues
have, and we have heard about the training school for the other
nations’ personnel. There seems to be a growing group of writers in
the United States that keep pointing out that the greater the sophis-
tication and greater the knowledge we have in the technological
age, the greater the frustration and the greater the cynicism becomes.

What are your observations about that? Do people from under-
developed countries, as they get more knowledge; do they acquire
cynicism or do they acquire )l’lope?
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Mr. Cory. They get the initial cynicism that often is taught to
them by the great powers and those nations which are dealing with
issues cynically. But I am surprised that once you start from a degree
of realism of what is going on, then you are in a position to use U.N.
machinery and you do not have to use it cynically. So I would say it
is an oversimplification to say it is a schooilof cynicism.

I think the U.N. is a school of realism where a constant pressure
to solve intolerable problems forces the use of cooperative mechanisms.

Mr. Burke. No questions.

Mr. GaLnagHER. Thank you very much, Mr. Cory.

We will now hear from the League of Women Voters of the United
States, represented by Mrs. David G. Bradley, the vice president of
that organization and the outgoing foreign policy chairman. With
her is Mrs. John Ahern, the newly elected foreign policy chairman.

Ladies, we welcome you and your contribution to our undertaking.

As 8 personal note, I want to say we are all aware of the outstanding
work that your organization does in bringing greater understanding
of the problems that confront us.

STATEMENT OF MRS, DAVID & BRADLEY, VICE PRESIDENT,
LEAGUE OF WOMEN VOTERS OF THE U.S.A.

Mrs. BrapLey. Thank you very much. I am going to just give the
highlights from my statement, but I would like to ask that the com-
plete statement be entered into the record.

Mr. GarracHER. Without objection it is so ordered.

(The statement follows:)

StaTeMENT BY Mms. Davip G. BrapbrLey, Vice PresipENT, AND Mgs. JorN
ABERN, ForeleN Poricy CHAIRMAN, LEAGUE oF WoMEN VOTERS OF THE
UNITED STATES

I am Mrs. David G. Bradley of Durham, North Carolina, vice-president of the
League of Women Voters of the United States, and for the past three years,
foreign policy chairman. With me is Mrs. John Ahern from San Francisco, the
new foreign policy chairman. The League is a volunteer citizens' organization of
about 160,000 members in 50 states, the District of Columbia, Puerto Rico and
the Virgin Islands. We devote our energies to governmental issues on the local,
state and national levels.

The League has just concluded its twenty-ninth Convention in Washington,
D.C., in this its 50th year. Delegates from all parts of the country reaffirmed the
League’s continuing support for U.S. policies to strengthen the peacekeeping and
peacebuilding capacities of the UN system. The events overseas and within this
country which unfolded at the time our Convention gathered lent added urgeney
to League support of the UN system and to the League's conviction that our
country must make more effective use of the UN machinery.

The League’s long-standing position in favor of a strong UN system dates
back to the founding of the United Nations when the League had an official con-
sultant at San Francisco. The League undertook an intensive campaign for public
understanding of the new organization. Our members have always been eager to
implement the League's UP% position through community education efforts as
well as by their support of governmental policies at the national level. They know
the need for sustained attention to problems of international conflict and to the
building of institutions and processes that can promote peaceful change and
justice for the people and nations of the world. They further believe that the UN
system will not be strengthened to meet the needs of the world community if our
government and other governments fail to make consistent use of those inter-
national mechanisms that do exist. At the same time the League believes the UN
member nations, when necessary, must create new institutions responsive to the
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needs of a world that is technologically and economiéally integrating more rapidly
than the political institutions that serve it. We can be certain that in the future
there will be many more problems of a global nature, and we must prepare for
their solution by strengthening now, and devising now, the international tools we
shall need to deal with then and to shape our destinies.

The League's support of the United Nations has always been firm but not un-
critical; it has always examined UN strengths and weaknesses alike. It has
recognized also that the United Nations reflects the international tensions and
differences of its member nations. At this eritical juncture in the striving for
world harmony and orderly processes the League believes it is imperative for our
government to undertake a commitment to the increased use of the international
machinery as well as to correcting imperfections in it. We must have the will to
make use of the UN system if we are to encourage it to become more than a mere
reflection of the world’s political divisiveness. We must use it imaginatively if it
is to become an effective instrument for peace and justice.

We should like to offer for our government’s consideration some specific sug-
gestions for more effective implementation in areas in which the League has a
special interest in terms of its national program. Our many-faceted program focuses
on the enhancement of human welfare and the fostering of conditions which will
promote greater world harmony. High among League concerns that are also UN
concerns is the plight of the developing countries. League members recently
concluded a year-long reevaluation of development assistance and reached con-
sensus on certain issues. The League’s new Statement of Position on Development
Assistance stresses the importance of humanitarian, long-range objectives as well
as the desirability of making greater use of multilateral channels. League mem-
bers believe that attention must be given to social and ecivic progress as well as
to economic growth. They want the developing countries to have a greater voice
in planning and executing development programs in partnership with the de-
veloped countries, and they want assistance to be responsive to the needs of the
developing countries. The UN role in development assistance will be of increasin
importance, and the League wants our government to assist in strengthening U
development agencies where necessary, and to make more and better use of them.

Another League concern is the control of chemical and biological weapons. We
hope our government will proceed rapidly with ratification of the Geneva Protocol.
It is & necessary minimum step for us to take to retain credibility as a negotiator
on other arms control issues in the United Nations. Elimination of the threat of
chemical and biological warfare will reduce the risk of war and it will remove a
grave potential danger to the life and health of people everywhere. The League
welcomed the President’s announcement in November 1969 that he would resub-
mit the Geneva Protocol to the Senate for ratification, and we urge that this be
done without further delay. We commend the recent measures taken by the
Congress to control the production, stockpiling, and transportation of chemical
and biological agents as acts that are consistent with U.S. support of UN resolu-
tions which aim to reduce the risks of chemical and biological warfare.

In April 1969 the League concluded a three-year study of U.S.-China relations
in the course of which our memuers decided it was in the national interest for our
government not to put obstacles in the way of UN representation for the People’s
Republic of China. We believe that such a policy is consistent with other recent
moves by our government to relax tensions between the United States and the
People’s Republie of China.

he League has long worked for improved water resources and is about to
embark on a wider environmental quality study. Though its study and action
center on environmental problems in this country, the League recognizes that a
large range of ecological issues ultimately are global and that many national
environmental problems cannot be solved without international cooperation. We
support. U.8, participation in the UN's environmental program and we encourage
cooperation in investigation, planning, and implementation.

Finally, in addition to the policy areas I have already suggested for implemen-
tation, the League would suggest as an immediate specific act in behalf of a worth-
while UN project a contribution for the Youth Conference that is planned as
part of the 25th anniversary celebrations this summer. It would be a fitting way
to turn the anniversary occasion from commemorative ceremony, and even from
the necessary tasks of review and reform, to & demonstration of faith in the
future value and effectiveness of the United Nations, the imperfect instrument
upon which we must depend so greatly.
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The League has always welcomed our government’s statements of support for
the United Nations, but it wants to take this opportunity to caution that the
rhetoric of support and the proposals for improvements are not enough. They
must be accompanied by concrete implementation, They must not be belied by
inconsistent action. Above all, our government must match its professed support
of UN peacekeeping purposes with a will to make creative use of the United Na-
tions in the resolving of political issues as well as economic and social problems
that confront the member nations. We believe that this is the realistic course in
our increasingly interdependent world of nations. We know that it will not be an
easy task, but it is one that our government must begin.

Mrs. BraprLey. The League has just concluded its 29th convention
in Washington, D.C., in this its 50th year. Delegates from all parts
of the country reaffirmed the League’s continuing support for U.S.
policies to strengthen the peacekeeping and peacebuilding capacities
of the U.N. system. The events overseas and within this country
which unfolded at the time our convention gathered lent added
urgency to League support of the U.N. system and to the League’s
conviction that our country must make more effective use of the %I.N.
machinery,

This mood was very prevalent during the convention. After years
of hard work, we know the need for sustained attention to problems
of international conflict and to the building of institutions and
processes that can promote peaceful change and justice.

We know that the United Nations system will not. be strengthened
to meet the needs of the world community if our Government and
other governments fail to make consistent use of those international
mechanisms that do exist. At the same time the League believes the
U.N. member nations, when necessa , must create new institutions
responsive to the needs of a world t],?lyat is technologically and eco-
nomically integrating more rapidly than the political institutions
that serve it.

The United Nations reflects the international tensions and differ-
ences of its member nations. At this critical juncture in the striving
for world harmony and orderly processes the League believes it is
imperative for our Government to undertake a commitment to the
increased use of the international machinery as well as to correcting
imperfections in it, and that is the main point I want to make.

e think it is important that the United States should make a
commitment to really use the United Nations. We must have the
will to go forward with this and we must use the U.N. system imagi-
natively, if it is to become an effective tool.

We should like to offer for our Government’s consideration some
sEeciﬁc suggestions for more effective implementation in areas in which
the League has a special interest in terms of its national rogram.
Our many-faceted program focuses on the enhancement of human
welfare and the fostering of conditions which will promote greater
world harmony.

High among League concerns that are also U.N. concerns is the
plight of the developing countries. League members recently con-
cluded a year-long reevaluation of develo pment assistance and reached
consensus on certain issues,

I would like to be able to tell you about this, but I think at this
time I only want to stress for the purpose of speaking to this com-
mittee that League members believe that more attention must be
given to social and civic progress. We do not underrate the impor-
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tance of economic development, but we believe that in the develop-
ment picture in the United Nations and in other multilateral orga-
nizations—in fact, in our own bilateral assistance programs—swe must
put stress on social and civic progress. The development assistance
programs must reach down to the people.

The United Nations role in development assistance will be of
increasing importance, and the League wants our Government to
assist in strengthening U.N. development agencies where necessary,
and to make more and better use of them. The League has a strong
position on increased use of multilateral agencies.

Another League concern is the control of chemical and biological
weapons. We hope our Government will proceed rapidly with ratifica-
tion of the Geneva protocol. It is a necessary minimum step for us
to take to retain credibility as a negotiator on other arms control
issues in the United Nations. This is one of our important reasons
we have other things to say about it.

Our members also hold that it is in the national interest for our
Government not to put obstacles in the way of U.N. representation
for the People’s Republic of China. We believe such & policy is con-
sistent with other recent moves by our Government to relax tensions
between the United States and the People’s Republic of China.

The League has long worked for improved water resources and is
about to embark on a wider environmental quality study. Though
its study and action center on environmental problems in this country,
the League recognizes that a large range of ecological issues ultimately
are global and that many national environmental problems cannot
be solved without international cooperation.

For instance, we have just reviewed development assistance policies
in which we talked about advantages of the agricultural revolution
in India, only to find that other of our members said “Yes, but you
are spreading pollution through the use of DDT and insecticides
and fertilizer in India.”

We support U.S. participation in the U.N.’s environmental program,
which is really getting started with international conferences. And
we_encourage cooperation in planning and implementation.

Finally, in addition to those policy areas which I have already
suggested, the League would like to suggest as an immediate specific
act which the Government could take, would be a contribution to
the projected U.N. Youth Conference, which is to be held this summer.
That is planned as a part of the 25th anniversary celebrations.

We really feel this would be a very splendid thing for our Govern-
ment to do.

In conclusion, I want to say our Government must match its
professed support of U.N. peacekeeping purposes with a will to
make creative use of the United Nations in the resolving of political
issues as well as economic and social problems that confront the member
nations. We believe that this is the realistic course in our increasingly
interdependent world of nations.

Thank you for asking us to appear today.

Mr. GaLnagrER. Thank you very much.

We are delighted to have you with us today.

We have had some debates as to how the representatives to the
youtf'ﬁl cl:?onvention are going to be selected. Do you have anything
on that
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Mrs. Braprey. I think these basic problems have probably been
worked out by the various countries involved. I am not familiar
with the details of these arrangements, but I do think it is important
that the united nations of the world not only provide an opportunity
for youth assembling, but also listen to what youth has to say.

I think that this is building for the future.

Mr. GarraGrer. The main bone of contention appears to be how
the United States delegates will be selected. It will be interesting to
see how that progresses. We are all for it.

Mrs. Braprey. I know. I just wanted to support you.

Mr. Garragrer. Does the League’s position on ,Red China’s
admission to the U.N. include specific stands on different approaches
to the question? For example, the two-Chinas option.

Mrs. BrapLEY. It appears most of the people we have listened to
agree on one thing. There is only one China.

Mr. GarracHER. Do you have any particular solution?

Mrs. BrapLey. We do not have a solution to that particular prob-
lem to propose, I think primarily because our members are about as
split on that subject as the nations or, for that matter, the experts who
are dealing with it.

We did take a consensus 2 years back and our members in spite of
the obvious technical difficulties of this problem of what to do about
Taiwan, did say that in spite of this, we must find a way to do it and
we must find a way to bring such a great power into the United
Nations. Many of them think that should the United States sto
opposing the admission of China to the United Nations, the Unite

ations then might settle down and find the solution to the problem.

That is one thing that could happen.

Mr. GarragaER. Of course, one of the problems with a hands-off
attitude is you are getting right back into the dilemma itself: The
question of the mainland China regime, which is interested in coming
to the United Nations. The question is whether or not they are
interested in coming in other terms other than those previously
elaborated by expulsion of Taiwan; branding the United States an
aggressor in Korea, Charter revision, and so on.

Mrs. BraoLey. I would like to explain why we do not have details.
This is very unusual for the League, that we have not dealt with these
specific topics. The reason is the study we did had to do with U.S.
relations with mainland China, and not a study of Southeast Asia
policy as a whole and not a study of the Taiwan issue as such.

And it was really after taking a look at U.S. relations with mainland
China that we decided that we think we should trade with China, we
should look toward diplomatic recognition. All these bilateral things.

The members wished to add that they thought it was important to
the United States in relaxing the tensions between this country and
China to stop opposing the admission and, frankly, it is an uncom-
fortable position to be in.

Mr. GaLraGHER. I agree with you. Somewhere along the line when
we get to the point where we reorganize the world and live in peace,
then we must meet the China question.

Mrs. BrabLey. We have not stopped working on it. We have a
foundation proposal on for the grant to continue looking into the
Taiwan issue by our education fund. We are not ignoring it.

Mr. GaLLAGHER. I think we will have to recess for a few minutes to
answer the rolleall, but I want to tell you two that it is a pleasure to
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have an opportunity to question the League of Women Voters. They
have been questioning me for years.

If you would like to come back, you may or we will begin with an
additional witness that we have.

Mrs, BRapLEY. We are absent from a board meeting, so with
your permission, we will leave.

Mr. GaLuagaER. Thank you for your contribution.

The Chair will recess for about 10 minutes and then we will begin
with Mr. MeGann.

(Whereupon, a brief recess was taken.)

Mr. GaLLacuER. The subcommittee will resume the hearing.

The committee will now hear from Mr. Jack McGann, who repre-
sents the Liberty Lobby. We have your statement before us,
Mr. McGann, and we welcome you here today.

For the record please include that Mr. l\ﬂzGann is accompanied
by Mr. Warren Richardson.

STATEMENT OF JACK McGANN, LEGISLATIVE AIDE, LIBERTY LOBBY

Mr. McGaxn. Mr. Richardson is general counsel of Liberty Lobby.
If there are any questions, hopefully he will be able to assist me.

I am Jack McGann, legislative aide of Liberty Lobby. I appear
today to present the views of Liberty Lobby’s 23,000-member board
of policy and on behalf of the 240,000 subscribers to our monthly
legislative report, Liberty Letter.

Liberty Lobby’s board of policy has voted overwhelmingly to oppose
world government and U.S. withdrawal from the U.N. At the same
time, we commend the decision of the chairman to take a long hard
look at the United Nations Organization, to review its past, and
render constructive criticism where it is due.

This fall the world will commemorate the 25th anniversary of
the U.N. Nearly & quarter of a century ago at the birth of the U.N.,
war-weary people around the world acclaimed it as a triumph for
everlasting peace. After two world wars, Americans as well as all
other nationalities derived great solace from the prospect that
dialog would replace guns and tanks. International problems would
become soluble in the General Assembly; battlefields would be con-
signed to history books and wars would be declared obsolete.

As we look forward to this silver anniversary, let us ask ourselves
whether it has been a worthwhile endeavor for the states of the
world, and whether the best interests of the United States in_par-
ticular have been served by continued membership in the U.N.
Too often human goodness ascribes greatness to age, which is not
always the case,

Has the U.N. matured and prospered, or merely survived
and endured? Is it an adult at 25, or is it destined to perpetual ado-
lescence? Do many of the larger and stronger countries remain in
this organization household purely to hold the “family”’—of nations—
together?

o aid in responding to some of these thorny questions, the past
can provide the most accurate basis of analysis for the future. While
we glance back, it is also important to pause and consider whether
U.S. participation symbolizes an empty moral commitment to peace
on earth, or whether membership is genuinely effective.
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Compromise of soveraigné.y: To examine this proposition it seems
appropriate to recall the admonition of George ashington in his
arewell Address:

It is our true policy to steer clear of permanent alliances with any portion of the
foreign world; so far, I mean, as we are now at liberty to do it * * * But in my
opinion, it is necessary, and would be unwise to extend them * * *.

Of course these words were spoken nearly 200 years ago, but their
warning is still applicable today. Human nature never changes. A
wise man once proclaimed that there is no such thing as permanent
friends or permanent enemies, but only permanent interests. Wash-
ington was mindful of this in his prophetic word on these baneful
alliances.

Speaking at Upsala, Sweden, in May 1962, Secretary General U
Thant gave his ideas on sovereignty:

If the U.N. is to grow into a really effective instrument for maintaining the
rule of law, the first step must be the willingness of the member states to give up
the concept of absolute sovereign states in the same manner as we individuals
give up our absolute right to just what we please as an essential condition of
living in an organized society * * *, Similarly, in the community of nations, it is
increasingly important to restrict the sovereignty of states, even in a small way
to start with.

With George Washington and U Thant in conflicting positions, it
appears that membership in the U.N. and faithful adherence to the
recepts of Mr. U Thant spurn the message of our first President.
E‘thle disregarding advice from the Father of our Country does not

constitute an unlawful act, the legality of the U.N. Charter was
questioned by a contemporary.

On the Senate floor, on July 27, 1945, Senator Langer of North
Dakota exclaimed :

As their [constituents’] representative here in the Senate, I cannot, I will not,
God helping me, vote for a measure which I believe to be unlawful under our
Constitution, a measure which in my opinion betrays the very people who sent
us to the Senate as their representatives.

But if we assume that Washington’s advice is anachronistie, and
ratification of the Charter was legal, it becomes increasingly important
to ask whether there are any pluses on the ledger for continuing U.S.
membership. What does America have to gain? What rewarding
dividends can the U.N. provide? Whether it be the Boy Scouts or the
Elks, it appears pointless to remain in a group if certain needs cannot
be met and desires fulfilled. Useful in arriving at conclusions on this
account is the following:

Structure and cost proportions: Perhaps it is common knowled%e to
this committee, but certain facts bear repeating. The smallest U.N.
member is the Maldive Islands, with a population of 106,000, smaller
than many American cities. Within the IF.N.,S General Assembly, a
two-thirds majority now can be mustered by “nations with less than
10 percent of the world’s population—and these same countries pay
less than 5 percent of the %Rx' budget”” (James J. Kilpatrick, Wash-
ington Star, Feb. 10, 1970). More than half the U.N. members are
in arrears, and that explains why the Assembly refuses to remove
voting rights from delinquent countries (Jenkin Lloyd Jones, Wash-
ingrton Star, Feb. 14, 1970). )

he U.S. appropriation for fiscal 1970 is $263.7 million, up 85
percent from 1961. (See statement of Hon. Elmer Staats, Comptroller
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General, before this committee on March 5, 1970.) Admittedly, this
amount is small when placed beside a $200 billion budget, but it is
exceedingly prodigious in terms of alleviating the domestic ills of our
own country.

As history records: In reviewing the records of the U.N., with
particular emphasis on achieving the mandate of its Charter to insure
world peace, several episodes come to mind. The Korean war, although
not started by the UN., was waged under U.N. sanction. Yet the
United States provided 95 percent of the forces and sustained the
same percentage of casualties.

It will also be recalled that the Security Council of the U.N. sent
American troops into Korea. Pursuant thereto was an executive
agreement which was never submitted to either House of Congress
for approval. So, too, U.N. muscle was conspicuously absent when
Russia assaulted Hungary in 1956, when the ]gerlin wall was erected
in 1961, when Czechoslovakia was raped and the Pueblo was seized,
both in 1968.

Speaking of U.N. involvement in the Congo, Richard M. Nixon
had this to say in a letter to Under Secretary of State George Ball, as
reported in the New York Times of December 20, 1961:

The U.N., which is supposed to be in instrument of peace, has been bombing
and strafing Katanga Province in the Congo, killing civilians indiseriminately
from the air and destroying hospitals and places of worship, while Moise Tshombe,
the educated Christian anti-Communist head of Katanga, has been pleading
for peace and negotiations. Even the Red Cross has protested. The U.N., instead
of serving as an agency to mediate differences among the various factions in
the Congo, has been attempting to force Moise Tshombe to join the central
government of the Congo, which is infiltrated by Communists and Communists
sympathizers.

The foregoing highlights beg the question of whether the interests
of the United %t-abes are being genuinely served by continuing its
membership in the U.N. Have we not already made yeoman efforts to
accommodate Communist-backed countries at the conference table,
to wit: Panmunjon, which to this day is still attempting to conclude
an armistice respecting the Korean war; the Paris peace talks,
where even the shape of the table could not be agreed upon without
ridiculously protracted discussions, and no substantial progress has
been made.

There are many treaties and other agreements involving the United
States and Russia, including the nonproliferation of nuclear weapons.
The latter treaty is emasculated, since there is no provision for onsite
inspection. There are many truly peace-loving members in the U.N.,
but as long as Russia and her satellites are not serious about peace,
and are more interested in rhetoric than in reconciliation, the question
again arises, should not the United States disengage itself from this
burlesque world government and cease allowing its pride and dignity
to be trampled?

Looking forward: As to U.N. prospects, Edvard Hambro, chief
delegate of Norway, told the Associated Press (Columbus Dispatch,
Feb. 1, 1970):

After all, you cannot expect people to come back year after year to hear the
same debates on such subjects as apartheid and Korea. Most of the speeches
have, in effect, become ritualistic exercises. The views expressed were once novel
and interesting, but it’s old stuff now.




438

In the same report, Jamil Broody, head of the Saudi Arabia Mission,
berated the members for their excessive socializing and referred to
most offices as sinecures. “Today,” he said, “we have too many
raucous voices that disseminate their propaganda, their ideology,
their way of life, claiming that they are superior to the way of life
or ideology of another state.”

Conclusion: Liberty Lobby is of the same mind as Senator Dodd of
Connecticut, when he told the Senate on March 22, 1962:

If we wish the U.N. to live, and if we wish to live with it, we must first of all

face up frankly to the fact that there has never been any such community of
nations; that the U.N. has, instead, been from the beginning a two-headed
organism—a composite organization embracing two mortally antagonistic camps
the Communist world and the free world ;. and that the Communist world is out
to bury this free world by subversion, by infiltration, by guerrilla operations, by
direct aggression where they can get away with it, by indirect aggression where
this seems safer.
Senator Dodd’s speech is even more timely in 1970.

We are of the conviction that American people want world peace. If, however,
history is any guide, the yielding up of our sovereignty, a fortiori individual
freedom, is too dear a price to pay, and still would not ensure lasting peace.
That has been the credo of our forebears, and we believe it to be that of a majority
of those of us living today.

There is no room in any collective security system for the faithless
and treasonable. The U.N. will rosper only if it rids itself of Com-
munist bloc countries and &Stabﬁshes meaningful alliances with free
countries. Since this is a remote possibility at best, the United States
should withdraw from membership in it.

Thank you very much for the opportunity to appear today and
present our views.

Mr. GaLragaer. Thank you very much, Mr. McGann.

Do you have anything to'add Mr. Richardson?

Mr. RicaaRDsoN. No, sir.

Mr. GaLracrER. Mr. McGann, do you see any alternative? Does
your organization have an alternative to the United Nations?

Mr. McGANN. As presentl constituted, we see little hope in that
the avowed intent of the U.Ig. was to be a roblem-solvinﬁ body. As
long as the members of this so-called problem-solving body are not
intent on so doing, it seems futile to engage in this. I think we are
kidding ourselves in the belief that Russia does want to accommodate
u

8.
I think the record of the ﬂlast. has belied this noble intent. Our board
ohi

of policy has not voted on this, but it would be my personal belief that
that we should have a representative in the U.N. but not be bound
by its resolution.

Mr. Garracaer. We are not bound by its resolution. We do have
& veto.

Mr. McGanN. We do, but again I have to revert back to situations
like the Korean war.

Mr. GaLuaeHER. Many people think that we used the United
Nations for our advantage uring the Korean war.

Mr. McGaxN. I am sure there are two sides to everything.

Mr. GarracrER. You say the United Nations will rosper only if
it rids itself of Communist bloc countries and est.ablisl?es meaningful
alliances with free countries. How could that be done?
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Mr. McGann, Again, it seems quite remote that the U.N. will
ever boot out Russia and Communist bloe countries. So the practical
alternative would be for the United States to withdraw.

Mr. GarragaerR. We do have organizations such as NATO and
SEATO that do not include the Soviet Union. They serve another
purpose, other than merely an alliance of common interests and com-
mon allies.

Do you feel that it is hopeless to continue the quest for peace with
the Russians through cooperative means or should we all be on our
own?

Mr. McGann. I think we should always pursue peaceful means.
It is becoming increasingly hopeless to hope that Russia really means
business. We have to point to the past. We have always been a peace-
loving country. We fight when we have to, but we first want peace.

Mr. GanracHER. You don’t believe the nuclear weapons have
altered the requirements for peace. We are staring at total annihila-
tion if we get into war with the Soviet Union. Tsn’t it in both our
interests to find alternatives and is there any other viable alternative
to the United Nations?

Mr. McGann. I believe that is one of the reasons why the SALT
talks are now taking place, to resolve the differences. We are signa-
tory to the Nonproliferation Treaty and it is toothless without an
onsite inspection provision.,

Russia 1|1n.~: a history of breaching treaties.

Mr. GarvacgHER. I sat in on some of those talks and a great
number of our people feel onsite inspections are not necessary, due
to our technology.

Mr. McGann. We would love to believe that, but there seems to
be a division of authority on that.

Mr. GarragrER. This is our military people who are part of it,
and who, under the legislation, are rr-.quirml to review all policies
from the standpoint of national security. Our military feel they do
have sufficient technology to negate the need for onsite inspections.
‘Of course, it would show intent if we could have onsite inspection. I
think it would demonstrate to many who have reservations that the
thing has more validity than it might otherwise have.

STATEMENT OF WARREN RICHARDSON, GENERAL COUNSEL,
LIBERTY LOBBY

Mr. RicaArpsoN. On your question about alternative to the U.N.,
I would like to point out that in Europe you have various European
organizations that are quite effective, Inner Six and Outer Seven.

Mr. GAaLLaGgHER. They seem to have a lot of battles among them-
selves,

Mr. Ricaarpson. Those two groups do, but accentuate the posi-
tive. At least the group within the group is getting along well. There
are a number of inter-European groups so to speak. For example, in
education, a French student who graduates with a degree from a
French academy can go to a German university, and there are about
20 countries which join in this concept. There is a great deal of progress
in this type of thing in Europe and it seems to me that much more
could be done and much more could be done not only in Europe, but
outside of Europe. These would be alternatives.

45-302—T70—pt. 2 i
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I think, too, that in further answer to your question, alternative
to the U.N. would be this. We have emphasized here in our position
that it is the sovereignty angle that is important to us.

I think there are many functions. I believe some of the other
speakers ahead of us mentioned functions of the U.N. which do not
involve sovereignty, which are very helpful. So I would not rule
out many things on the horizon today which would be good alternatives
to the U.N. as such.

Mr. GarvagHEr. The matters that you point out are related to
the ever-increasing circle of participation among allies. Yet, does
peace rest merely on the agreement of peace-loving nations?

The alternative I seek is to bring our adversaries into an organiza-
tion where we and they can find ways to peace. That seems to be the
issue the United Nations has.

Mr. RicaarpsoN. I would answer that in this way: At the time of
the end of World War I the United States was paramount in military
power in the world and Russia was at that time very eager to achieve
peace and the United Nations came into being.

The recent statistics that are available in the press show that they
have more continental ballistic missiles, and a greater capacity for
delivered multiple warhead-type missiles, The question could be
transferred into different words this way: What will be their position
when they achieve a numerical superiority in offensive weaponry of
the nuclear age? In other words, will they be as eager to achieve peace
then as they were in 1945 when they were clearly second-rate in
nuclear weapons, arms and power?

Mr. GavragaEr. The whole issue is not what they want. It is
what we want, too, what we both want. The alternative they face is
incineration also. So what viable alternative is there to the United
Nations to pursue the quest of peace without going into intentions.
That is really what we are seeking here.

Mr. Ricaarpson. At this time it is fair to say that the quest for
peace as such between Russia and the United States is not through
the medium of the United Nations. Your Paris peace talks are extra-
curricular to the United Nations function. And certainly that is the
most important peace talks now extant.

Mr. GanvagHER. I am not talking about individual effort. I am
talking about collective movement, or perhaps you do not believe we
should have an organization. Would that be your point? We should
not have an orgamzation that includes Communist countries as long
as they are Communist?

Mr. Ricaarpson. I would not want to say we should not have an
organization which exeludes them. I think the point we tried to make
is that as long as they remain in the posture they have, of not being
serious about peace, there seems, after almost 25 years of constant
talk, that we have wasted a lot of time and advanced nowhere.

Mr. GarrAGgHER. They obviously do not want war.

Mr. McGann. There is a difference between talking for peace and
not wanting war. It is true none of us wants war and we have managed
to avoid it, but I would say we have managed to avoid it in spite of
and not because of the United Nations.

Mr. GarLracueg. I agree we have maintained peace by superiority
of our weapons, perhaps that posture most of all. But the point is
that an organization must exist somewhere where potential adversaries
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can meet. I refer not necessarily to those of the magnitude of the
Soviet Union and the United States.

We are not going to solve all our problems, but meeting should be
in the context, in an atmosphere, where there will be a forum to reduce
frictions leading to war.

Mr. Ricaarpson. In further answer to that, I would say that in
the Rabbi’s response or characterization—and I am fearful of trying
to condense his testimony—but he mentioned the magic words, “‘the
concept of superpowers.” I think to enlarge upon that and to interject
my own thought, if we recognize the existence of superpowers, then
you have really a twofold problem, because there is one thing to
maintain peace among the superpowers and their relationship between
each other and then there is a relationship between any one super-
power and the other lesser powers.

We have had very little difficulty between ourselves. We maintained
the peace between ourselves. The question has always been, as in the
past—say, Hungary and Czechoslovakia and so forth—when you have
one of the superpowers engage with one of the lesser powers, what is
the attitude of tllle second superpower? There is the rub.

Mr. Garuagaer. They do what they ean when they can and don’t
do what they can’t when they can’t.

Mr. RicuarpsoN. So obviously the United Nations has little to
do, if anything, with peace keeping in this situation.

Mr. GaLraGuer. They have where the superpowers are not in-
volved. There have been successes.

Really what I am trying to get at—and we could have a philo-
sophical discussion here which would be interesting—but ]l am
wondering whether or not, in your opinion, there should be any
organization to which we belong that includes Communist bloe powers.
I gather you think we should not. I am trying to clear the record.

I gather from Mr. McGann’s statement that the U.N. really will
only get on with its business in a meaningful way if it rids itself of
Communist bloec countries and establishes meaningful alliances with
free countries, to use his term.

I think one thing that has contributed more to peace than the
United Nations has been meaningful alliances with other countries.
But the issue that I address myself to in your statement is whether or
not you feel that the United Nations or any organization such as that
should exist with Communist bloe countries.

Mr. McGanN. T might try and answer that by saying that we
choose the concept of peace over the concept of war at any cost.
Who does not? What man in his richt mind would not?

Now after 25 years we say that this approach of sitting at the U.N,
negotiating table has not worked.

Mr. GaLLagHER. New York is still there. Moscow is still there.

Mr. McGany. That’s right and growing stronger we are reading,
so we have tried negotiation. It has not worked. I cite the testimony
of Panmunjom, which a lot of people don’t know is going on. [ cite
the Paris peace talks as a collateral matter.

Mr. GarracueRr. Those discussions are nasty. At Panmunjom we
snarl at each other, but it is better than people being shot at over
there, though occasionally they do shoot at people.

I see no alternative other than renewal of the war. Perhaps we will
have one of those in Vietnam, too, which is preferable to people
getting killed.
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Mr. RicaarpsoN. We can talk and snarl with each other without
having the sign “U.N.” over our heads.

Mr. GarraguER. I follow you.

Mr. RicuarpsoN. Has the U.N. as an agency promoted Panmun-
jom talks? If they have, are they responsible for the fact that we have
talked ourselves to death?

Mr. GarracaER. We have not talked ourselves to death. That is
the issue.

Mr. Ricaarpson. We could still sit down and talk to them without
having it under the auspices of the United Nations.

Mr. GaLnaGHER. You would prefer if the United States substituted
for the United Nations at Panmunjom?

Mr. Ricaarpson. We have done that at Paris.

Mr. GALrAGHER. Vietnam was never under the aegis of the United
Nations.

Mr. Ricaarpson. Is there a difference between the two situations?

Mr. GanvaGHER. The real difference is that we are involved in
Vietnam, along with the South Vietnamese Government and several
other allies, to a very small extent, as opposed to the conduct of the
war in Korea under the United Nations.

Mr. Ricuarpson. I would like to use one of the phrases you used
a moment ago. Some people think we used the United Nations to our
benefit.

Mr. GarrAGHER. No question. Certainly the Soviet Union does.
Rather than go along I just wonder whether or not I could ask that
question again. Do you feel we should not belong to any organization
that has Communist bloc members in it?

I am looking for a point of view for the record.

Mr. RicuarpsoN. The orientation of our testimony is based on
principles of sovereignty. If you are talking about relinquishing
sovereignty to an organization which includes Communists, our
answer would be unqualified—we would not want to be involved in
a venture where we give up sovereignty.

If you are talking about a proposition of trade talks, limitation of
nuclear arms, the nuclear testings in the atmosphere, and so forth,
certainly we would sit down at a table and discuss it with them.

Mr. GarracHER. The arms talks themselves indicate enrichment of
sovereignty at that level. Are you opposed to that? If we say we
won’t use our nuclear weapons or proliferate our attacks in the
atmosphere, that is a relinquishment of some degree of sovereignty.

Mr. RicaarpsoNn. I would recast it this way—and don’t think we
are trying to be walking dictionaries, but I would say it is a fore-
bearance of an act we could take as a sovereign nation.

Mr. GarnAGHER. Forebearance is an infringement of sovereignty
If you forebear under treaty to proliferate or test in the atmosphere,
we have given up our sovereign right to do so.

Mr. RicuarpsoN. There is a distinetion here. In a forebearance
you can resume at any time. You retain the sovereignty to resume,
whereas if you give up your sovereignty, you have given up the right
to resume.

So there is a fundamental distinetion.

Mr. GarnaGHER. I don’t see it, but I guess I misunderstand. But
again I would like to just include it. I am trying to get an alternative,
if there is an alternative, because that is what the hearings are about.
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Is there an alternative to the United Nations? Is there an alterna~
tive to an organization by any other name that you would advocate if
it does consist of Communist bloe nations or do you say we should
not belong to any organization which Communist bloc nations are
part of?

That is really our search, in this case.

Mr. McGany. I think the United States ought to be happy to
talk with anyone.

Mr. GaLuagrer. I am saying, should we belong to any organi-
zation where Communist blocs are participating members?

Mr. McGanxn. When experience has proved it is efficacious to
belong to such group.

Mr. GALLAGHER. 25 years after its beginning, the United Nations
is in business. Is it sufficiently efficacious for us to continue membership
or should we get out?

Mr. McGann. Our testimony seems to indicate it is not.

Mr. GALLAGHER. It does, and that is what I would like you to
place in the record.

Mr. RicuarpsoN. We would state that unqualifiedly, but your
question brings in any

Mr.GALLAGHER. You say because the Communist bloc nations are
in the United Nations, we should get out; is that right?

Mr. McGany. People have referred to it as a junior debating
society.

Mr. GarrAGHER. There are a thousand things we can say. I am
now trying to find out, because you bring another point of view,
whether or not you are for getting out of the United Nations at this
point because Communist bloc nations are participants.

Mr. McGann. Because Communist bloe participants are unwilling
to measure up to stated goals of the U.N.

Mr. Garragaer. For that reason. Whatever the reason may be,
are you for our getting out of the United Nations?

Mr. McGann. We are opposed to U.S. membership in the U.N. as
of now as presently constituted.

Mr. Garracuer. Because of Communist bloe nations?

Mr. Ricuarpson. Because of that and because of the relinquishment
possibility of our sovereignty. This is the distinction I am trying to
malke,

We have no objection in belonging to an international organization
which has nothing to do with the relinquishment of sovereignty.

Mr. Garracaer. Of course it means the United States has
relinquished sovereignty in that area

Mr. Ricaarpson. That is like an embassy.

Mr. GAaLLAGHER (continuing). Which is a relinquishment of sover-
eignty, but does the same reservation apply to any organization that
we may belong to with Communist bloc nations, if there is a
relinquishment of some degree of sovereignty?

Mr. Ricuarpson. Yes, sir, when you phrase it that way, we have a
reluctance; right.

Mr. Garragaer. Do you see any viable alternative?

Mr. Ricaarpson. Yes, sir. The viable alternative is to so structure
your international organization as to recognize—as our distinguished
predecessor said—you have superpowers and lesser powers. You have
your organization so structured that you do not get involved with the
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problems of relinquishment of sovereignty. Then you could have many
viable relationships and accomplish a great deal.

Mr. Garracaer. How do you feel about China?

Mr. RrcrarpsoN. We are bound, as you may or may not know, by
the Board of Policy and the Board of Policy has declared that we are
against the admission of Red China.

Mr. Garragrer. That is the one thing that Chinese agree on too,
as | told the ladies before: “There is only one China.”

. Thank you very much, gentlemen, for bringing us your point of
view.

(Whereupon, at 4:45 p.m. the subcommittee adjourned, to reconvene
at the call of the Chair.)




20TH ANNIVERSARY OF THE UNITED NATIONS

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 24, 1970

House oF REPRESENTATIVES,
Commrrree oN FOREIGN AFFAIRS,
SUBCOMMITTEE ON INTERNATIONAL
ORGANIZATIONS AND MOVEMENTS,
Washington, D.C.

The subcommittee met at 2:15 p.m., in room 2200, Rayburn House
Office Building, Hon, Cornelius E. Gallagher (chairman of the sub-
committee) presiding.

Mr. GaLracuER. The subcommittee will come to order.

We are continuing this afternoon to hear testimony from the private
sector in our series of hearings on the 25th anniversary of the United
Nations, The Subcommittee on International Organizations and Move-
ments has been engaged since February in an in-depth study of the
future role of the United Nations and its relationship to United States
foreign policy.

We are pleased to welcome this afternoon the following witness:

Mrs. Allen Schweizer, representing the Federation of Temple Sister-
hoods.
We welcome you here this afternoon, and please proceed.

STATEMENT OF MRS. ALLEN SCHWEIZER, MEMBER, EXECUTIVE
COMMITTEE, AND CHAIRMAN OF PEACE AND WORLD RELATIONS,
NATIONAL FEDERATION OF TEMPLE SISTERHOODS

Mrs. Scawerzer. May I first thank you for permitting us to be here
today to speak to you, and I would like to express the deep regrets of
both Mrs. Levitt, our president, and Miss Jane Evans, our executive
director, who had hoped to be here, but could not, be.

The National Federation of Temple Sisterhoods, the women’s arm
of Reform Judaism, includes a membership of over 110,000 women in
some 635 sisterhoods located throughout the United States. Also, asso-
ciated with us, too, are similar women’s groups of reform or liberal
or progressive Jewish synagogues and temples in 14 other countries
of the United Nations.

Since 1945 and the San Francisco Conference on International
Organizations (UNCIO), at which the U.N. Charter was drafted, our
agency has been a staunch supporter of the U.N., and, at times, a
critic—we hope constructively—of some of its actions, or lack of
them.

In fact, even in the days of the Dumbarton Oaks proposals, which
preceded the actual creation of the U.N., we urged our farflung mem-
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bership to participate in study, discussion, and debate of these pro-
posals and in maintaining a two-way flow of communication with
Vashington in an intensive effort of democracy in action which, we
trust, played a part in preparing ourselves and the rest of our country
for participation in the then-proposed new world organization.

We are proud of the fact that one of our leaders, Miss Jane Ivans
of New York, then, as now, the executive director of the National Fed-
eration of Temple Sisterhoods, was one of the consultants to the 1.S.
delegation during UNCIO.

We feel strongly that the United Nations must be maintained not
only as an international forum for discussion and the development of
world public opinion on issues of international concern, but also as the
keeper of peace,

To this end, if is necessary for the United Nations to be strengthened
in order to implement decisions and directives. While the many spe-
cialized agencies of the U.N. have an enviable record of achievement,
many nations and peoples have been disappointed by the inability of
the Security Council and the United Nations to function adequately in
critical political and military areas.

In the face of the complexities of world issues since the inception of
the United Nations in 1945, the remarkable fact is that the U.N. at-
tained a large measure of success, especially when great powers would
allow it to fulfill its functions.

In the firm belief that strengthening the United Nations will prove
an essential bulwark of peace for the United States as well as other
countries, we urge our U.S. Government to do all in its power to:

1. Strengthen U.N. peacekeeping machinery by :

Pressing on with the negotiations now underway in the U.N. Spe-
cial Committee on Peacekeeping regarding the principles of future
peacekeeping operations.

This is especially important in view of the fact that the United Na-
tions can play only a very limited role in peacekeeping without the ac-
quiescence of other great powers, especially the Union of Soviet
Socialist Republies.

Agreeing to support with U.S. resources a strong U.S. role through
creation of a U.N. Peace Fund, with appropriate U.S. contributions
thereto, as well as through the supplying of technicians, transportation,
materials, and other assistance.

2. Channel more foreign aid through U.N. programs, rather than
on a bilateral basis. As the U.N. development program improves its
capacity, the United States should increase its contribution to the [N,
development program.

3. Make greater use of the International Court of Justice for the
settlement of international disputes where these are essentially legal
disputes.

Therefore, repeal of the Connolly amendment is needed to enable the
United States to appeal to the International Court of Justice much
more widely than now is possible in disputes to which we are a party.

4. Support the program to expand present U.N, headquarters in the
New York area, thus reducing the necessity to establish additional
U.N. offices abroad. This might also constitute a vital factor in
maintaining our country’s influence in the United Nations,

The Senate of the United States should be urged to ratify the Con-
vention on the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of genocide
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The Executive should be urged to submit to the U.S. Senate the
Convention on the Elimination of Racial Discrimination.

It is a painful fact that althongh the United States was a prime
mover in the U.N. development of these Conventions, it is one of the
very few member nations, large or small, which has not yet ratified
them.

In general, we should like to see the United Nations and its agencies
turn their attention in ever increasing intensity to such questions as
peacekeeping and peaceful settlement in all areas of the world, popula-
tion control and family planning, problems of the environment, human
rights, arms control and the banning of underground nuclear testing,
use of the sea beds, colonial and racial issues,

In the 25 years since the signing by the United States of the Charter
of the U.N. our organization has seriously continued its educational
efforts in TU.N. affairs among its membership. As only one indication
of this effort, it should be noted that many of the Biennial Conven-
tions of the National Federation of Temple Sisterhoods have included
resolutions on U.N. matters and U.S. participation in the U.N. These
resolutions have been adopted either by unanimous vote or extremely
large majorities.

As an example of some of these resolutions, it should be noted that
in October of last year in Miami Beach, Fla., our delegate body under
the title “Priorities for Peace” adopted a resolution attached hereto,
the checked paragraphs of which are dealing with international and
1.N, affairs, and I would like to quote to you:

The greatest challenge today to the future of man, even beyond the excitement
of space, is to control and reverse the escalation of armaments and the nuclear

arms race which threatens to reach the point of no return. We applaud the agree-
ments to extend the original 18 mation Disarmament Committee of the United
Nations to a possible membership of 26 nations, even as we express the deep
hope that the wisdom of the political and scientific leadership of the world,
as well as the aspirations and prayers of all people, will lead to further control
and reduction in armaments, including the elimination of chemieal and biologic
weaponry.

Therefore, the National Federal of Temple Sisterhoods in Convention assembled
in Miami Beach, Florida, in October 1969 :

1. Reaffirms the prior decisions which it has taken throughout many decades
committing itself to peaceful international cooperation; support of the United
Nations: arms limitation and control ; containment, deescalation, new initiatives
if necessary and prompt termination by all parties of the war in Vietnam ; the
development of economic and technieal resources for the achievement of human
welfare.

3. Urges a cessation in the development and deployment of ever-deadlier weap-
ons and systems, whether these be chemical or biological or such as the ABM or
MIRY, which escalate the international arms race and accelerate the dangers to
mankind. We urgently ask the United States to invite the Union of Soviet So-
cialist Republics to join in a moratorivm on the produection of both offensive and
defensive weapons systems pending a good faith effort by both nations to nego-
tiate effective and realistie arms control agreements to which, hopefully—through
the United Nations—other Powers will adhere. Thus there shall be reduced for
all men the erushing burden and cataclysmic dangers of a continuing arms race.

In September 1967, the previous biennial assembly adopted another
resolution on the U.N. and human rights in connection with the
United Nations’ International Human Rights Year and the Human
Rights Conventions.

In earlier years, other U.N. matters were included in our resolutions,
and the Genocide Convention in particular has been frequently men-




448

tioned, as well as various stages of disarmament and technical assist-
ance programs of the U.N,

It should be noted that when the National Federation of Temple
Sisterhoods’ delegate body, however large, adopts resolutions, we do so
with the clear understanding that even when accepted by majority
vote, they neither require nor imply total unanimity of opinion among
all the members of our geographically widely distributed federation,

At no time do we presume that the adoption by our delegate body, in
convention assembled every 2 years, even when the adoption is unani-
mous, is a reflection of the individual opinion of every single one of our
more than 110,000 members.

However, adoption does give gnidelines for information, education,
and action by our organization, our affiliated units, and our members
through programs, seminars, study literature, discussion groups, and
direct communication with appropriate agencies, as well as through
suitable communal activity.

The United States and the world are gravely in need of a continuing
and strengthened United Nations. We would urge the United States to
continue to use the U.N. as a major factor in its foreign policy and its
relations with other nations.

While the prospects of charter amendment are limited in the present
state of world affairs, this need not be a matter of despair. Fortunately,
25 years of experience has shown that the charter of the United Na-
tions is a living document, and that to the degree that nations are will-
ing to utilize the U.N. and to abide by its charter provisions and
decisions, it is indeed a viable instrument that can help mankind
achieve peace and security.

Thank you.

(The full text of Mrs. Schweizer’s statement follows )

A STATEMENT ON THE UNITED NATIONS AT ITs QUARTER CENTURY MARK BY THE
NATIONAL FEDERATION oF TEMPLE SISTERHOODS, NEW Yorr, N.Y.

The National Federation of Temple Sisterhoods, the women's arm of Reform
Judaism, includes a membership of over 110,000 women in some 635 Sisterhoods
located throughout the United States. Also associated with us, too, are similar
women's groups of Reform or Liberal or Progressive Jewish Synagogues and
Temples in 14 other countries of the United Nations. Since 1943 and the San
Francisco Conference on International Organization (UNCIO) at which the UN
Charter was drafted, our agency has been a staunch supporter of the UN and, at
times, a critic—we hope constructively—of some of its actions or lack of them.
In fact, even in the days of the Dumbarton Oaks Proposals, which preceded the
actual creation of the UN, we urged our far flung membership to participate in
study, discussion and debate of these proposals and in maintaining a two way
flow of communication with Washington in an intensive effort of democracy in
action which, we trust, played a part in preparing ourselves and the rest of our
country for participation in the then proposed new world organization. We are
proud of the fact that one of our leaders, Miss Jane Evans of New York, then as
now the Executive Director of the National Federation of Temple Sisterhoods,
was one of the consultants to the consultants to the U. 8. delegation during
UNCIO.

We feel strongly that the United Nations must be maintained not only as an
international forum for discussion and the development of world public opinion
on issues of international concern, but also as keeper of the peace. To this end,
it is necessary for the United Nations to be strengthened in order to implement
decisions and directives. While the many specialized agencies of the UN have an
enviable record of achievement, many nations and peoples have been disappointed
by the inability of the Security Council and the United Nations to function ade-
quately in critical political and military areas. In the face of the complexities
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of world issues since the inception of the United Nations in 1945, the remarkable
fact is that the UN attained a large measure of success, especially when great
Powers would allow it to fulfill its functions,

In the firm belief that strengthening the United Nations will prove an essential
bulwark of peace for the United States as well as other countries, we urge our
U.8. Government to do all in its power to:

1. Strengthen UN peacekeeping machinery by :

Pressing on with the negotiations now underway in the UN Special Com-
mittee on Peacekeeping regarding the principles of future peacekeeping
operations. This is especially important in view of the fact that the United
Nations ean play only a very limited role in peacekeeping without the
acquiescence of other Great Powers, especially the Union of Soviet Socialist
Republics.

Agreeing to support with United States resources a strong U.S. role through
creation of a UN Peace Fund with appropriate U.S. contributions thereto,
as well as through the supplying of technicians, transportation, materials
and other assistance.

2. Channel more foreign aid throngh UN programs rather than on a bi-lateral
basis. As the UN Development Program improves its capacity, the United States
should increase its contribution to the UN Development Program.

3. Make greater use of the International Court of Justice for the settlement
of international disputes where these are essentially legal disputes. Therefore,
repeal of the Connolly amendment is needed to enable the United States to ap-
peal to the International Court of Justice much more widely than now is pos-
sible in disputes to which we are a party.

4. Support the program to expand present UN headquarters in the New York
area, thus reducing the necessity to establish additional UN offices abroad. This
might also constitute a vital factor in maintaining our country’s influence in the
United Nations.

The Senate of the United States should be urged to ratify the Convention on
the Prevention and Punishment of the Crime of Genocide ; likewise, the Executive
should be urged to submit to the U.S. Senate the Convention on the Elimination
of Racial Discrimination. It is a painful fact thdt although the United States was
a prime mover in the UN development of these conventions, it is one of the very
fow member nations, large or small, which has not yet ratified them.

In general, we should like to see the United Nations and its agencies turn their
attention in ever increasing intensity to such questions as peacekeeping and
peaceful settlement in all areas of the world; Population Control and Family
Planning ; Problems of the Environment; Human Rights; Arms Control and the
Banning of Underground Nuclear Testing; Use of the Sea Beds; Colonial and
Racial Issues.

In the 25 years since the signing by the United States of the Charter of the UN,
our organization has seriously continued its eduecational efforts in TN affairs
among its membership. As only one indication of this effort, it should be noted
that many of the Biennial Conventions of the National Federation of Temple
Sisterhoods have included resolutions on UN matters and U.S. participation in
the TUUN. These resolutions have been adopted either by unanimous vote or ex-
tremely large majorities. As an example of some of these resolutions, it shounld be
noted that in October of last year in Miami Beach, Florida, our delegate body
under the title “Priorities for Peace” adopted a resolution attached hereto, the
checked paragraphs of which are dealing with international and UN affairs.

In September 1967 the previous Biennial Assembly adopted another resolution
on the UN and Human Rights in connection with the United Nations' Interna-
tional Human Rights year and the Human Rights Conventions. In earlier years
other UN matters were included in our resolutions and the Genocide Convention
in particular has been frequently mentioned as well as various stages of dis-
armament and technical assistance programs of the UN.

It should be noted that when the National Federation of Temple Sisterhoods’
delegate body, however large, adopts resolutions, we do so with the clear under-
standing that even when accepted by majority vote, they neither require nor
imply total unanimity of opinion among all the members of our geographically
widely distributed Federation. At no time do we presume that the adoption by
our delegate body, in convention assembled every two years, even when the
adoption is unanimous, is a reflection of the individual opinion of every single
one of our more than 110,000 members. However, adoption does give guide lines
for information, education and action by our organization, our affiliated units
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and our members through programs, seminars, study literature, discussion groups
and direct communication with appropriate agencies as well as through suitable
communal activity.

The United States and the world are gravely in need of a continuing and
strengthened United Nations. We would urge the United States to continue to
use the UN as a major factor in its foreign policy and its relations with other
nations. While the prospects of charter amendment are limited in the present
state of world affairs, this need not be a matter of despair. Fortunately, 25 years
of experience has shown that the Charter of the United Nations is a living docu-
ment and that to the degree that nations are willing to utilize the UN and to
abide by its charter provisions and decisions, it is indeed a viable instrument
that can help mankind achieve peace and security.

NATiONAL FEDERATION OF TEMPLE SRISTERHOODS—RESOLUTIONS OF THE XXVII
BIENNIAL AssEMBLY, MiaMI BeacH, Fra., OcroBer 1969

PRIORITIES FOR PEACE

The ringing words, “We came in peace for all mankind,” are inseribed on the
plaque left on the moon by Astronauts Neil A, Armstrong, Michael Collins and
Edwin E. Aldrin, Jr. It is a fortunate reality that contemporary man and his
technology—contributed to by the geniuses of many countries—make it possible
to achieve the exploration of the universe. But, in order for peace for all mankind
to become a literal faet and for all men, whether in the United States or else-
where, to enjoy the froits of an advancing society, it is of prime importance for
the developed nations and especially the United States to re-order national
priorities.

The greatest challenge today to the future of many, even beyond the execitement
of space, is to control and reverse the esecalation of armaments and the nuelear
arms race which threatens to reach the point of no return. We appland the agree-
ments to extend the original 18 nation Disarmament Committee of the United
Nations to a possible membership of 26 nations, even as we express the deep hope
that the wisdom of the political and scientific leadership of the world, as well as
the aspirations and prayers of all people, will lead to further control and reduec-
tion in armaments, including the elimination of chemieal and biologic weaponry.

Mindful that the ordering of national priorities may be a reflection of a people’s
religions conscience and sensitivities, we are especially aware of the debate in the
United States on the effectiveness and the vast costs of armaments such as the
ABM, the anti-ballistic missile system or MIRYV, the multiple independent re-
entry vehicle. The resolution of urgent domestic issues requires rethinking and
restructuring of goals and primary objectives. Therefore, the National Federation
of Temple Sisterhoods in Convention assembled in Miami Beach, Florida, in
October 1969 :

1. Reaffirms the prior decisions which it has taken throughout many decades
committing itself to peaceful international cooperation: support of the United
Nations; arms limitation and control ; containment, deescalation, new initiatives
if necessary and prompt termination by all parties of the war in Vietnam : the
development of economic and technieal resources for the achievement of human
welfare.

2. Appeals to all peoples, and particularly to the Congress of the United States,
to reduce military expenditures so that more funds ean be made prompily avail-
able for the fulfillment of essential human needs, both at home and abroad.

3. Urges a cessation in the development and deployment of ever-deadlier weap-
ons and systems, whether these be chemical or biological or such as the ABM or
MIRY, which escalate the international arms race and accelerate the dangers to
mankind. We urgently ask the United States to invite the Union of Soviet So-
cialist Republies to join in a moratorium on the production of bhoth offensive and
defensive weapons systems pending a good faith effort by both nations to nego-
tiate effective and realistic arms control agreements to which, hopefully—through
the United Nations—other Powers will adhere. Thus there shall be reduced for
all men the erushing burden and cataclysmie dangers of a continuing arms race.

4. Applauds the successful negotiations of the Nuclear Non-Proliferation
Tr(_';ll_v nl" _Iﬂ(iﬁ and its ratification by the 17.8. Senate. We look forward hopefully
to its ratification by those signatory nations which have not vet acted upon it and
enrn]v]sri_\' hope that it will receive early acceptance by all the nations of the
world.
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Furthermore, it is the confirmed view of the National Federation of th"{ll]llE
Sisterhoods that the resources of affluent nations should be used on many frounts
simultaneously, whether these be exploration of space or the :nm-tmraturl_t ‘uf tliJIe
grievous ills of our society, rather than disproportionately upon 1|1-rn\‘_r:c:|t|)0 mil-
itary armamenis. Above and beyond the funds needed for ]lmll(:(‘:, m“"-“i‘gentllﬁ
planned defense, monies are urgently required for human necessities. W I|1.Io the
following subjects will in large measure be applicable to the United States, they
are also of concern in varying degrees in other nations as well :

A. Housing

In the United States, the commitment to volume production of lower-income
housing contained in the 1968 Housing and Urban Development Act will not be
realized unless full funding is appropriated. The congested, decadent conditions
of urban slum areas breed disease and erime. Middle-income families, nnable to
find housing at prices they can afford to pay, move from urban areas. They leave
behind them inner cities inhabited almost entirely by the disadvantaged. ringed
by a more prosperous, middle-class generally white suburbia, thereby establishing
conditions which often lead to added racial frustrations and tensions.

B. Education

Neither higher education nor elementary and secondary education has had
adequate funding; appropriations have often fallen short even of the amounts
authorized. Unless more Federal and State money is added to local funds for
schools, equipment, special studies, remedial programs, teachers’ training and
salaries, as well as student aid, education in the United States cannot meet, the
needs of these closing decades of the 20th century, in which the under-educated
are irreparably handicapped.

C. Welfare reform

The Welfare System in the United States, as now constituted, is costly, in-
equitable, cumbersome and often destructive of human dignity. It saps loeal
treasuries ; penalizes job seekers when a too high amount is deducted from every
welfare check for money earned in the job market ; tends to disrupt families be-
-ause many states still refuse payments if unemployed fathers are in the house-
hold, thus encouraging husbands to leave home in order to qualify their wives
and children for benefits; permits too-wide disparities between the payments
made by rural and industrial states. We call upon our members to study with ob-
Jectivity the many proposals for Welfare Reform, whether from the President’s
Commission or other sources, including a possible maintenance of adequate in-
come for essentials so that no man, woman or child shall live in degradation in the
midst of an affluent society.

D. Cooperation

Even persons of good will and of relative security suffer greatly today from a
sense of frustration as they seek to face the challenges and complexities of con-
temporary society. It is essential for all men and women, of whatever color, race,
creed or economic condition to continue with unyielding resolve their efforts to
cooperate one with another in meeting and overcoming the grave issue which
confront us. A nation and a mankind that ean place men upon the moon can
likewise resolve the ills of their civilization. Therefore, Sisterhood women—
wherever they reside—shall continue their efforts with their neighbors and in
active programs, to build the better world all men seek.

Finally, the National Federation of Temple Sisterhoods calls upon its affiliated
groups and District Federations, as well as individual members, to study these
grave issues of priorities for peace—including the problems of the population
explosion—with open mindedness and, as citizens, to make their convictions
known to Governmental authorities and to their legislators. Thus shall we, both
organizationally and individually, make our contribution—however great the
complexities—toward a world of orderly development for all men.

Mr. Gacrvaguer. Thank you very much, Mrs, Schweizer, for an
excellent, statement.

Would you care to respond to questions?

Mrs. Scawerzer, Do you have any questions?

Mr. Garracuer. I don’t know. I didn’t ask my colleagues,

Mr. Frerineuuyses. I have no desire to embarrass the witness, Mr.
Chairman, but I do have some questions. '




452

About foreign aid, you suggest that the United States should in-
crease its contribution to the United Nations development pro